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ABSTRACT 
A Study to Determine Whether the Special Education 
Administrative Model Enhances the Integration of 
Special Needs Students into Regular Education 
September, 1984 
James B, Earley, B.S., Northeastern University 
M.Ed., Northeastern University 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Harvey B. Scribner 
A variety of administrative organizational structures 
have been utilized by school systems to implement services 
and programs and to manage the organization of public 
education. Special education has taken on a major role 
within the scheme of public education both at the state and 
federal levels. 
A Federal Public Law 94-142 and Chapter 766 for the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts were enacted to insure that 
all special needs students would receive a free and appro¬ 
priate education. These laws placed the responsibility 
for providing those services with the local school committees. 
The legislation did not mandate that school systems develop 
a particular administrative model for implementing the 
requirements. The purpose of this study was to determine 
whether or not the special education administrative model 
utilized to implement special education programs in 44 
iv 
Massachusetts communities enhanced the integration of 
special needs students into regular education. 
Three existing special education administrative models 
by the selected school systems were surveyed. 
Each of these three models was in existence prior to and 
following the enactment of the legislation. They arei 
Model I - Pupil Personnel Services; Model II - Special 
Education Services; Model III - Special Services. 
The major findings of the study have been grouped in 
the following order: 1) Intent of the study; 2) demo¬ 
graphic characteristics; 3) responses of the special 
education administrators to the grouped questions; 4) special 
education administrators who indicated a desire to change 
their administrative model. 
In summary, the demographic characteristics were 
consistent throughout the three models with the exception 
of one element. That element was the ratio of special needs 
students in those school systems utilizing Model III. It 
was substantially below the state-wide ratio and the ratio 
of the school systems utilizing administrative Models I and 
II. 
A second component of this study dealt with the responses 
of the special education administrators to the grouped 
questions. Many special education administrators believe 
that their administrative model enhanced the integration of 
special needs students into regular education and that 
v 
changing to either of the other two models would not have 
enhanced the integration of special needs students. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Background 
The implementation of comprehensive special education 
statutes at both the federal (Public Law 94-142) and state 
(Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 766) levels has brought 
about great changes in the field of special education. 
Proceeding the enactment of these two laws, explicit 
regulations detailing the implementation of these mandates 
were developed. These regulations contained definitions of 
handicapping conditions, the procedure and process by which 
school systems are required to implement these laws, the 
rights of the students and parents, and the scope of services 
to be provided to school-age children ages three through 
twenty-one. 
Unprecedented at the state and federal levels, com¬ 
prehensive special education mandates have modified or changed 
education's programs and services so that the role of 
providing services has been altered considerably. Earlier 
statutes, often permissive in content and nature, contained 
nowhere near the amount of program and service interventions 
that are contained in more recent regulations. 
The individual held accountable for the implementation 
of these regulations has been the administrator of special 
education (ASE). This administrator has existed for many 
years under a variety of titles, although it was not until 
1 
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the passage of the Massachusetts law, Chapter 766, (June,1972), 
that school committees were required to employ an administrator 
of special education. 
The position of ASE has been incorporated within the 
administrative organizational structures of school systems 
at varied levels of influence. Where in the hierarchical 
structure the placement of the administrator of special 
education is located is a study in itself. This researcher 
believes it is crucial to explore the overall school 
administration in order to understand the implication of the 
various administrative models designed for special education. 
Halpin (1958) characterized school administration as 
a social process involving both problem-solving and decision¬ 
making. Stoops, Rafferty, and Johnson (1975) have described 
administration as management, leadership, organization, 
manipulation, and control. These terms are only a few 
that are used to describe the variety of roles that a 
public school administrator should fulfill. 
The role of the public school administrator differs 
with each school system. For the purpose of this study, 
public school administration is defined as "organization and 
leadership of all community personnel concerned with public 
education in such a manner as will effectively make for 
sound education within the framework of policy set up by 
the board of education.” (Stoops, Rafferty, and Johnson; 
19755 p.23.) The authors have shortened the definition 
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to read "administration at the local level mobilizes 
personnel and resources to provide maximum learning 
opportunities in harmony with legal stipulations." (Stoops, 
Rafferty; 1975; p.27.) 
The need for administration as indicated by Stoops, 
Rafferty, and Johnson is to implement the philosophy, goals, 
and objectives of the community, as it pertains to the 
educational processes and experiences for the students. 
In California, legislation defined "philosophy", "goal", 
and "objective" in the following terms: 
Philosophy means a comprehensive statement of the 
relationship between the individual and society based 
upon beliefs, concepts, and attitudes from which the 
goals and objectives of the school district are derived. 
Goal means a statement of broad direction or intent 
which is general and timeless and is not concerned with 
a particular achievement within a specified time period. 
Objective means a devised accomplishment that can be 
verified within a given time and under specified 
conditions, which if attainable, advances the school 
system toward a corresponding goal. (Assembly Bill 
No.2430; April 3, 1970; Section 7561-7563) 
The above definitions provide a basic concept of what an 
administrative model or organization is attempting to 
accomplish within a school system. It is the role of all 
administration, in one form or another, to enhance the leader- 
4 
ship which will enable a school system to achieve a designed 
level of accountable accomplishment. 
The administration of public schools is carried out 
through a multitude of models or organizational structures 
designed to meet the needs of the system. The number and 
types of administrators and levels of hierarchy are often 
determined by the size of the school system, pupil population, 
and the economic and political structures that impact each 
school system. Large school systems may have several 
assistant superintendents reporting to a superintendent, while 
others may have one assistant superintendent, several directors, 
department heads, supervisors, coordinators, and administrators 
reporting to the superintendent. Various titles are used 
to identify and differentiate the levels of administrators 
within a system. Regardless of the numbers and titles of 
the administrators, they are each charged with providing 
leadership and management for the system, while being held 
accountable to the philosophy, goals, and objectives of the 
system. 
The overall purpose of the organizational structure of 
a school system is such that the "education of the children 
may be most fruitful and most economically managed. The 
presumption is somewhat optimistic; no one seems to have 
discovered the best scheme for school organization." (Stoops, 
Emery, Rafferty; 1975; p.31.) The scheme that is most 
appropriate for one system is not necessarily appropriate 
5 
for another. New organizations are developed out of con¬ 
trolled, self-determined variables or out of uncontrolled, 
imposed mandates that require change in the present structure. 
An organizational structure or administrative model is a 
vehicle to enable administrators to accomplish pre-determined 
goals. 
Havelock stated in Planning for Innovation (1971) 
that education is a service organization that is a sub¬ 
system within the practice world which is the world where 
large groups of consumers receive a product. This product 
is education. The product, education, requires administra¬ 
tive structure in order to allow for the implementation of 
philosophy, goals, and objectives that pertain to the 
educational process and experiences for the students. 
The service organization has to be structured to meet 
the needs of consumers in such a way that will facilitate 
the process of learning while meeting the stringent economic 
guidelines that are facing public education. 
Purpose of the study 
This study is intended to determine whether the type 
of administrative model (organizational structure) which 
is utilized to implement P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 within 
the public school systems that comprise the Greater Boston 
Educational Region has an effect on the integration of 
special needs students into regular education. 
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The geographical area which is designated as the Greater 
Boston Educational Region by the Massachusetts Department of 
Education makes up 50% of all special needs students served 
within the state. Each of the Boston Educational Region's 44 
school systems maintains one of three basic administrative 
models which is responsible for the delivery of mandated 
services specified by these legislative acts. These three 
models are a) Model I: Pupil Personnel Services; b) Model II: 
Special Education Services; c) Model III: Special Services. 
Administrative Models 
Model I: Pupil Personnel Services 
The Pupil Personnel Services Model (PPS) is "an 
organizational structure within the school system that is 
intended to provide support services to regular education. 
The PPS model has organized and departmentalized those pupil 
services which enable the individual to develop academically, 
personally, and vocationally at a realistic level; to assist 
administrators, educators, and parents in identifying the 
individual needs, problems, and to assist in the communicative 
process involving administrators, educators, specialists, 
parents, and pupils." (Ferris; 1975; p-.;118) 
The PPS model was an outgrowth of the concerns for the 
development and welfare of the student by teachers, ad¬ 
ministrators, parents, and community-involved individuals. 
7 
(Ferguson; 1963) The model originated in the 1930's and 
dealt basically with attendance services. (Saltzman, Peters; 
1967) 
As concerns for students' needs grew, the PPS model 
grew into a humanity component of a social system providing 
services that are designed to guide, instruct, care for, 
and direct those individuals who may require additional 
support services. These components consist of the following 
types of services: 
A. Attendance and census 
B. Counseling and guidance programs 
C. Physical and mental health services 
D. Psychological and psychiatric services 
E. Social services 
F. Learning specialists 
G. Speech, hearing, and vision services 
H. Programs that may include children in need of special 
education services and the gifted and talented 
student 
I. Evaluation and testing programs of pupils and 
curricula (Ferris; 1975) 
These services, and the individuals responsible for providing 
them, work together within the PPS model and the entire 
school system to develop and provide a synergistic approach 
for assisting the individual students and other personnel. 
During the 1960's, PPS moved into recognition. This 
8 
was due to the internal stresses of students. The need for 
teacher, administrative, and parent assistance grew. 
’’America's youth, frustrated in its attempts to achieve 
maturity and identity in the face of such adult fiascoes as 
the war in Vietnam, the Cold War, the race riots, indeed the 
general restlessness and dissatisfaction of this telescoping 
world, quickly outgrew the label of non-committed and 
vocalized and demonstrated its way into the headlines." 
(Liddle, Kell; 1969) 
The pressures and stresses of society have created 
mandated programs that are requiring schools to deal with 
human relationships and needs of the students. The PPS 
model has been confronted with the need to deal with: 
1) pupil services' responsibility for innovation 
2) extension of the school program to assume additional 
parental surrogate functions 
3) pupil services' responsibility for accounting and 
attendance services 
4) the team concept in pupil services (Saltzman, 
Peters; 1976) With these mandates of services being exerted 
on the public schools, more and more emphasis is beginning 
to be placed on the administrative model which must deliver 
the services. Overall, PPS has gradually developed out of 
the school systems' necessity to deal with the issues of 
human needs. The organizational structure of the PPS model 
will vary with each school system. 
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The PPS model is based on the line and staff organization 
structure. Director, administrator, assistant superintendent, 
or coordinator are common titles for the PPS administrator. 
The individual is commonly responsible for: 
1) selection of staff 
2) development of role descriptions 
3) supervision and evaluation of staff 
4) program development and planning 
5) development of guidelines and practices that will 
enhance the direct service to students, staff, and 
parents 
The direct importance of the administrator of the PPS 
model is realized when state and federal government mandates 
human services to be implemented at the local level of 
public education. The PPS administrator should be an 
organizational member of the central office or superintendent's 
office, on the same level with other major assistants to 
the superintendent of schools. "Such organizational structure 
promotes coordination and communication with administration 
and instructional supervision at all levels. It facilitates 
the close development of a functional and balanced program 
that integrates pupil services in a manner that is acceptable, 
effective, and in harmony with the goals of the total 
school program." (Saltzman, Peters; 1967; pp.144-145) 
School systems have designed PPS models that most 
appropriately meet their needs. The following example of 
10 
a school system's organizational structure presents the 
location of PPS organization within the entire school 
organization. This system has less that 6000 students. 
Figure 1 
This organizational chart indicates that the PPS 
administrator (Director of Guidance Pupil Services) reports 
to the Superintendent. The PPS administrator is on line 
with the various other program service administrators. 
This structure illustrates that the PPS administrator 
has to develop services, programs, and direct staff in 
concert with the assistant superintendents for elementary 
and secondary education who in turn work with the building 
administrator. 
The lines of communication across staff positions can 
become confused due to the level of authority and power of 
principals as they relate to the superintendent, assistant 
superintendent, and the PPS administrator. The Director 
of Special Education reports directly to the PPS administrator. 
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An aspect that is significant in the PPS model as well 
as in Models II and III is the positional level of the 
administrator within the organization. The level can 
determine relationships within the power base of the 
organization, give status to the occupants, influence 
patterns of association, provide authority and affect 
role perceptions. 
In the article "Sources of Power of Lower Participants 
in Complex Organizations" by David Mechanic (1972), it is 
stated "generally persons occupying high-ranking positions 
within organizations have more authority than those holding 
low-ranking positions." (p.349) He goes on to point out 
that "there appears to be a clear correlation between the 
prestige of positions within organizations and the access 
to information, persons, and instrumentalities." (p.357) 
The PPS model illustrated here and other PPS models reviewed 
within the Greater Boston Region demonstrate that the PPS 
administrative model is accepted at a high level within the 
organization of school systems. 
Model II: Special Education Services 
The Special Education Services Model (SES) was basically 
designed and implemented during the late 1940's. The model 
continued to develop through the late 1960's when school 
systems began to offer limited programs for mentally 
retarded students. (Reynolds; 1973) Many of these programs 
13 
were considered as the "simple class" model because public 
schools were not prepared physically, financially, or 
philosophically to operate far-reaching programs. 
However, as state and local governments responded to 
pressures from parents of special needs students, many 
school systems began to provide more intensive programming. 
With this programming the need for supervision increased, 
which, in turn, required some type of administrative model 
to supervise and implement these programs. Within Model II 
the special education administrator reports directly to 
an assistant superintendent and/or superintendent of schools. 
But this person would not necessarily be at a level of 
hierarchy greater that another director, administrator, or 
principal. 
As the refinement of special education administration 
has occurred over the years, many states have required that 
administrators of special education be employed full-time 
solely for special education. To provide the supervision, 
program development, and accountability for special education, 
the Massachusetts Special Education Legislation, Chapter 760, 
requires that school systems with 3000 full-time students or 
more must have a full-time administrator of special education. 
The legislative requirement has raised tha level of recog¬ 
nition and responsibility of the special education ad¬ 
ministrator (SEA) more rapidly than any other event in 
Massachusetts education. Prior to the enactment of Chapter 
14 
766, special education was simply one of several depart¬ 
ments within the structure of the administrative model 
of the school system. The special education administrator 
functioned as a department manager within the total school 
system. 
The advent of Chapter 766 has brought about requirements 
of new administrative processes common to all three models; 
* time completions 
* parent involvement and due process 
* development of system-wide strategies 
* implementation of system-wide practices 
* review of individual student educational plans 
* program development and evaluation 
* staff recruitment, supervision, evaluation, and 
development 
* fiscal and budgetary development, justification, 
and control 
* liaison with state and federal agencies 
* development of community awareness programs 
These requirements necessitate that the special education 
administrator take on a new role not only as an administrator 
with vast regulatory responsibility, but also as an 
administrator with substantial authority. 
The organizational structure of this model varies from 
Model I in that the special education administrator reports 
to the superintendent or assistant superintendent of schools. 
15 
The significant fact is that special education is self- 
sustaining as a department within the organizational 
structure of the school system. This model relies on an 
independent function within the school system. The 
administrator must provide the leadership which will determine 
the direction that the school system will assume in regards 
to providing special education services. 
The following organizational chart demonstrates where 
the special education administrator is placed within the 
system. Realizing that this example will provide the 
reader with an understanding of the model, it is important 
to note that school systems may offer variations to the 
model. 
Figure Z 
This organizational chart illustrates that the ad¬ 
ministrator of special education is on line with other 
administrators within the system reporting directly to the 
superintendent of schools. The administrator is solely 
responsible for all aspects of program development, super¬ 
vision, budgeting, staffing, in-service training, local, 
state, and federal report documentation, and grant proposals. 
The administrator of special education must recommend to 
the superintendent regarding all issues dealing with special 
education. 
Of the three models, this model represents the most 
16 
autonomous positioning of the special education administrator. 
The administrator works through the superintendent but 
is still on line with other administrators, who, in turn, 
will be asked to implement accepted recommendations. 
This chart is an example of where the SES model is situated 
within the organizational structure. 
Again, it is important to note that each system may 
vary, but the elements are similar to this chart as defined 
by the SES model. 
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Figure 2 demonstrates the placement of Model II within 
the school organization. The services that are provided 
within this model are identical to many of the services 
that are provided in Model I. These services may include 
but are not restricted to: 
Preschool services 
Hearing/vision/language services/speech 
Adaptive physical education 
Specialized program services 
Physical/occupational therapy 
Individual/group therapy, counseling 
Transportation services 
Parent training and instruction 
This model is charged with the basic responsibility of 
providing the educational and supportive services to all 
school-age special needs children. (Sontag, Burke; 1976) 
These services will not be accessed by regular education 
unless the child becomes enrolled within the service plan 
of special education. 
Model III: Special Services Model 
The Special Services Model (SS) is employed in school 
systems with less that 3000 full-time students. This model 
is an outgrowth of the need to have one administrator who 
is responsible for many instructional support specialities. 
These may include, but are not limited to: remedial reading, 
19 
Title I, bilingual, tutors, special education, health, etc. 
Model III exhibits similar identification to Model I in 
that it provides services to those students other than 
special education students. Model III represents a sharing 
of responsibilities by one administrator. The responsibilities 
WH1 vary in each system that utilizes this approach to the 
administration of special education. 
Public school systems are confronted constantly with 
issues related to economizing their budgets while providing 
the services which are mandated. The administrator of this 
model has broader responsibility to deal with issues that 
are directed toward regular education as well as special 
education. 
School systems which are not required to have a 
full-time special education administrator (Chapter 766) 
commonly chose the individual who dealt with specialized 
and regular education in an administrative capacity. This 
splintering of authority for given functions or activities 
is necessitated by school population and financial 
considerations. (Hatch, Steffire; 1958) 
In reviewing the organizational chart that follows, 
the reader will observe lines of authority, reporting, 
and services provided. Again, the example is used to 
demonstrate what Model III represents in regards to its 
placement within the school system's organizational structure. 
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Figure 3 
This organizational chart has the Administrator of 
Special Education entitled "Assistant Superintendent for 
State, Federal, and Special Programs". 
The responsibilities with this position include 
special education, Title I, system-wide in-service training, 
system-wide testing and basic competency testing, METCO, 
health, and instructional aides. This administrator is 
required to implement programs and services that deal 
directly with regular education while meeting the mandates 
of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766. This administrator is on 
line with the principals while reporting directly to the 
Superintendent of Schools. 
Figure 3 
Cohasset Public Schools 12/17/79 
School Committee 
I 
Superintendent 
Business' Manager Principals 
Custodians I 
I Teachers 
Food Services * 1 
Assistant to the 
Superintendent 
(Special Education) 
Specialists 
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It is essential to understand that these models were 
not developed with the intent of an all-encompassing special 
education service plan for handicapped children. The models 
were in place prior to the enactment of P.L. 94-142 and 
Chapter 766 and with this legislation were given added 
authority and responsibility to provide for the school-age 
special needs child. The models were asked to assume 
additional functions; to provide increased and varied 
services without necessarily changing their basic structure. 
Significance of the study 
Can the organizational structure affect the intent of 
P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766? The demands for service and 
the required processes of special education legislation 
raise the issue as to how administrative Model I, Model II, 
or Model III effects mainstreaming of special needs students 
into regular education. 
To work in an organization or to manage one, it is 
necessary to understand how an organization operates. 
Organizations combine science, people-technology, and 
humanity. Technology is difficult enough by itself, but 
when you add the human element, you get an immensely complex 
social system that almost defies understanding. However, 
society must understand organizations and use them effectively 
because they are necessary to reap the cornucopia of goods 
and services which technology makes possible and they are 
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necessary for world peace, good schools, and other desirable 
goals which mankind needs, (Davis; 1972) 
In keeping with the emphasis of P,L. 94-142 and Chapter 
766 legislation, effective and responsive mainstreaming 
must occur for special needs students in the least restrictive 
environment. 
Abeson and Ballard (1975) identified the following 
key elements of the federal legislation which shaped the 
development of public policy towards handicapped children. 
I) The right to an education was declared by Congress 
to be the policy of the United States. This right makes 
it clear that when a state undertakes to provide education 
to any child, and does so through the use of public or 
private programs as a matter of public policy, then the 
state must assume full financial responsibility for all 
children. 
II) Due process was a significant direction of both state 
and federal statutes. The statutes required that due 
process of law be provided to the handicapped, their parents, 
and guardians regarding identification, evaluation, and 
placement. 
III) The principal of placing handicapped children in 
the least restrictive environment for educational purposes 
is identified. This is contained in both the state and 
federal legislation. This principle is founded in the 
belief that, as the child's placements in restrictive or 
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segregated environments increase, so too does the stigma 
on the child increase. 
IV) According to both state and federal mandates, children 
must be evaluated by tests and materials free from cul¬ 
tural, racial, and linguistic bias. This element addresses 
non-discriminatory evaluation. 
Congress, through federal legislation, requires 
assurances from states that policies and procedures 
regarding the confidentiality of students' records be in 
effect. V) Such assurances protect the privacy of han¬ 
dicapped children. This fifth element of both state and 
federal comprehensive special education laws requires 
that policies and procedures regarding the identification 
and location of all handicapped children comply with 
federal regulations insuring confidentiality of such 
information or data. 
VI) Individualization, the sixth legislative element 
identified by Abeson and Ballard, is also contained in both 
state and federal laws. It insures that every special needs 
child is the recipient of an individually designed education 
plan and that the services necessary to implement that 
plan are a reality. 
The question that this research addresses is whether 
or not the administrative model that is utilized by the 
school system effects the integration of special needs 
students into regular education. The writer's contention 
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is that the administrative model employed by a school 
system to implement P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 does impact 
the integration of special needs students. The significance 
of this study relies on the fact that the type of special 
education administrative model may effect the integration of 
special needs students into regular education. With this 
lyps of information, school systems could begin to re¬ 
organize their special education administrative models, 
which are currently in place, to meet the design of the 
model demonstrated to be effective towards the mainstreaming 
of special needs students. 
Terminology 
For the reader to have an understanding of the writer's 
perceptions, it is crucial that an explanation be given 
of the terms that will be utilized in this study. 
Many of these terms have different connotations 
depending on the reader's individual experiences. 
1. Administrative Model This refers to the organizational 
structure that formulates the staff and line designation 
of the personnel within the school department. It also 
refers to the level of authority and who reports to whom. 
2. Chapter 766 This is the chapter number for the state 
legislation passed by the State Legislature of 
Massachusetts, July 17, 1972, effective September 1, 
1974. This legislation insures that all school-age 
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children (ages 3-22) who are identified as having special 
needs will receive a free and appropriate public education. 
Integration/Mainstreaming The term integration/mainstreaming 
has many definitions and interpretations. For the purpose 
of this study, Deno's statement will provide an overview 
to this term. Special needs students participate in 
"regular classrooms, operating under conditions to meet 
effectively a wider range of individual child-rearing 
needs than heretofore thought possible." (1973; p.16?) 
To be more specific, students are instructed within regular 
educational settings; the least restrictive environment. 
(Keough, Levitt; 1976) P.L. 94-142 insures that all 
handicapped children are educated with children who are 
not handicapped. (1975) Chapter 766 mandates that 
special needs students will be placed in regular education 
programs when feasible and appropriate. 
The indicator in all of these definitions is the 
special needs student moving into a segment of regular 
education that may not have existed without the acceptance 
of Deno's "Cascade of Services1.' (1970) 
i|.# Organization The formal definition of organization is 
"a form of social grouping which is established in a more 
or less deliberate manner for the attainment of a specific 
goal." (Rogers; 1975; p.47) 
Within this study, the term will follow this formal 
definition. The social group will refer to the administration 
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of the school system. 
Personnel These are the individuals who perform the 
services of the school department. 
Public Law (PtLf)_94-142 This is the federal legislation 
that was passed by the United States Congress, 1975, 
entitled Education for All Handicapped Children. This 
legislation insures that all children ages 3-22 shall 
have a free and appropriate education. (Effective 
October 1, 1977) 
7. Pupil Personnel Services (PPS) This department is the 
one within the school system which is responsible for 
providing support services to the entire system. These 
services may include but are not limited to counseling, 
health, transportation, testing, attendance, home, 
hospital, specialized instruction to handicapped and 
talented students. The PPS department is usually 
situated within the total school administrative structure 
at a level of hierarchy so that it can influence system- 
wide policy. 
8. Pupil Personnel Services Administrator This is the 
individual who is responsible for the entire PPS department. 
The school system may entitle this individual as co¬ 
ordinator, director, assistant superintendent, executive 
director, or supervisor. Regardless of the title, the 
individual is held accountable for all personnel services, 
programs, budget, and planning of the pupil services 
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department. 
9. Special Education Administrator The individual is 
responsible for the supervision of the provisions of all 
special education services in the school system. The 
specified duties and requirements are defined within the 
regulations of Chapter 766. 
10. Special Needs Children "A child who because of temporary 
or more permanent adjustment difficulties or attributes 
arising from intellectual, sensory, emotional, or physical 
factors, cerebral dysfunctions, perceptual factors, or 
other specific learning impairments or any combination 
thereof is unable to progress effectively in a regular 
education program and requires special education." 
(Chapter 766; 1972) 
Questions to be addressed 
This study will address the following questions that 
pertain to the special education administrative model's 
influence, as perceived by the administrator of special 
education, on the integration of special needs students. 
1. Does one of the three special education administrative 
models have a greater effect on the goal of integrating 
special needs students? 
2. Do administrators of special education perceive their 
administrative model as enhancing the integration of 
special needs students? 
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3* Is there any perceptual correlation between the 
administrative model and integration of students by 
the administrator of special education? 
4* Does the administrative model encourage movement of 
students into the least restrictive environment as 
perceived by the administrator of special education? 
Does the administrator of special education perceive 
that Model I enhances integration more than Model II or 
Model III? 
6. Does the administrator of special education perceive 
that Model II enhances integration more than Model I 
or Model III? 
7. Does the administrator of special education perceive 
that Model III enhances integration more than Model I 
or Model II? 
8. Do the demographic characteristics of the community have 
any interaction with the administrative model? 
Limitation of the study 
This study will have two limits which will structure 
the study in order to deal with its intent. The first limit 
Only school systems which comprise the Greater Boston 
Educational Region of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Department of Education will be surveyed. There are 44 
systems within the Region. The second limit: The 
administrators of special education will be surveyed in 
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regards to integration of special needs students as it is 
directed through their administrative model. 
Methodology 
Earlier research regarding the administrator of special 
education (ASE) has examined the role in light of defined 
tasks within the construct of broadly—based categories 
generally associated with school administration functions. 
Respondents of earlier research generally were requested 
to select one of a limited number of response options to 
questionnaire items representing task, activities, functions, 
or roles felt to be associated with the administrator of 
special education and the administration of special education. 
Such force choice responses on the part of the respondents 
comprise the principal method of data gathering with respect 
to surveys directed toward the administrator of special 
education. 
Since the data that will be required for this study 
is both factual and perceived from those individuals who 
are responsible for the implementation of these two leg¬ 
islative mandates, a force choice questionnaire will be 
utilized for this study. The responses of the administrators 
of special education are being limited to the issue of 
administrative models enhancing the integration of special 
needs students and, therefore, it is felt that based on 
present data collection approaches, the force choice 
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questionnaire is the most appropriate approach. 
Chapter I has focused on general school administration, 
significance and limitation of the study, questions to be 
addressed, and the method of the study. This chapter will 
be followed by a review of the literature, Chapter II; method 
and procedure, Chapter III; treatment and analysis of data, 
Chapter IV; and presentation of findings, Chapter V. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
For the purpose of this study, the literature review 
will provide the reader with: a) the background information 
which led to the enactment of Public Law 94-142 and Chapter 
766 with respect to the education of handicapped school children; 
b) process requirements of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 as 
it applies to the services and rights of handicapped school 
age children; c) present beliefs and practices employed 
in the implementation of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766; d) 
administrative models that deal with these legislative mandates; 
and e) integration and special education administration. 
Background Information 
School system organization has evolved over an extended 
period of time during which varied administrative models 
have emerged to meet the demands placed upon them by a 
changing society. 
Historically, schools were designed to serve the 
children of elite and later those children with the highest 
academic aptitude and the greatest probability for success. 
Spriggs (1972) pointed out in his dissertation study that 
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in recent decades public schools have been asked to serve 
children with physical, mental, or other educational 
handicaps who might not be able to conform to previously 
defined standards of success. 
Through the educational system both in this state and 
others, public education had not provided equal opportunity 
for handicapped children to gain the learning experience. 
The special education programs for school-age children 
varied widely in scope and quality. In many situations, 
children had been denied services they required. (Demos; 
1977) Consumer groups (parents, professionals, legislators, 
educators, and special interest groups) were beginning to 
ask questions with respect to who was responsible for and 
what was the approach to be utilized in providing educational 
services to handicapped school-age children. 
During the early 60's, change was beginning to develop 
in which "the unilateral control and monolithic strength 
of many basic service institutions were, for the first time, 
seriously questioned. An anti-establishment and anti¬ 
professionalism trend of thinking, coming together in the 
case of health, education, and welfare agencies created 
a changing setting for the practice of leadership in the 
entire domain of social services." (Burrello, Sage; 1979; 
P.33) 
During this period of change, individuals and 
institutions were beginning to question the approaches and 
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existing limits of services to special needs children. 
Rubin and Balow (1971) found in their long term follow-up 
study that in grades K-3 approximately 40% of their pop¬ 
ulation had been identified by school teachers as evidencing 
some sort of a learning problem and roughly half of the 
children so identified were receiving some type of special 
education. These children were not handicapped in the 
traditional sense. 
Martin (1975) reported that society's experience with 
segregated societal institutions has shown them to be among 
our most cruel and dehumanizing activities. Brinegan (1976) 
stated in one of her six assumptions that special classes 
fail, and the presence of the "self-fulfilling prophecy" 
is the cause. A singular, regular area of emphasis for 
critics of special education classes is: 
Special class teachers expect their pupils to fail; 
hence, their expectations are rewarded. (Brinegan; 
1976; p.21.) 
Research began; studies came forth; and change, both 
attitudinal and legislative, began to occur. 
Budoff (1971) points out in his review of the history 
of special education that segregated groupings of slow 
learners resulted in the availability of specialized 
instructional services and provided a more comfortable 
and secure environment where these children could learn 
without the prospect of continuing failure and peer 
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rejection that they had experienced in the regular grades. 
Budoff further states that a review of studies which deal 
with the results of segregating children into special classes 
have largely shown that these children tend to make the 
same or smaller academic gains than those special needs 
*lren mainstreamed into regular classes and who received 
no special education help. 
Johnson (1962) and Deno (1968) demonstrated in their 
works that dissatisfaction with segregated programs has 
been developing for several years. During the late 60's, 
a series of legal suits challenging the use of I.Q. tests 
for placement, the discriminatory network of practices 
related to children classified as mentally retarded, and 
the competence of school psychologists to make the often 
difficult differential diagnosis, have begun to influence 
school systems and professional practices. (Budoff; 1971; pp.4-5) 
The court decision in Ruiz vs. State Board of Education 
(1972) dealt with the issue of elimination of group 
intelligence testing since "according to arguments advanced, 
that the scores tend to create a self-fulfilling prophecy 
when given to teachers." (Burrello, Sage; 1979; p.41) 
Through the litigation process, active parents, special 
interest groups, and a concerted effort by some 
professionals, changes gradually but slowly began to occur. 
Reynolds (1975) uses terms "aggressive categorical 
parent groups" when identifying those parents who turned 
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to the courts as a means of promoting public action. 
Brown vs. Board of Education (1954) resulted in the decision 
by the Supreme Court of the United States that 
In these days, it is doubtful that any child may 
reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is 
denied the opportunity of an education. Such an 
opportunity, where the state has undertaken to provide 
it, is a right which must be made available to all on 
equal terms. 
In the case of Wolfe vs. Utah (1969)* a state court 
decision dealing with the rights of mentally retarded 
children to regular school admission was handed down. 
This decision affirmed that no child may be reasonably 
expected to succeed in life if he is denied the right and 
opportunity of an education. The court continued in its 
decision that 
segregation of the plaintiff children from public 
school systems has a detrimental effect upon the 
children as well as their parents, that such segregation 
is usually interpreted as denoting their inferiority, 
unusualness, and incompetency, and that even though 
perhaps well-intentioned, under the apparent sanction 
of law and the state authority, has a tendency to 
retard the educational, emotional, and mental 
development of the children. 
Hobson vs. Hansen (1967) abolished the discriminatory 
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tracking system in the Washington, D.C. schools, finding 
that 
the procedures adversely affected the educational 
opportunities of disadvantaged minorities. The system 
that had been practiced was found to assign students 
irreversibly to tracks on the basis of behaviors 
which tended to be racially and culturally discrim¬ 
inatory and which resulted in inequal quality of services. 
In Mills vs. Board of Education (1971), Judge Waddy 
ruled that the District of Columbia School System has failed 
to provide to all types of special needs students a public 
education. Judge Waddy also ordered that these students 
be offered such services within 30 days. The judge directed 
the school system to develop and establish administrative 
hearing procedures to guard against the indiscriminate 
suspension, exclusion, or placement of students into special 
education programs. Waddy went further in ruling that 
economic excuses for not implementing the programs could 
not be used: 
If sufficient funds are not available to finance all 
of the services and programs that are needed in the 
system, then the available funds must be expended 
equitably in such a manner that no child is entirely 
excluded from a publicly supported education consistent 
with his needs and ability to benefit therefrom. 
These decisions and others brought forth terms such 
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as ‘'right of education", "due process", "culturally bias", 
and "least restrictive environment". (Burrello, Sage; 1979; 
Reynolds; 1973) These terms are stating that the individual, 
regardless of his physical, emotional, or mental level and 
s^l-Lsj is entitled to an education to meet his needs and 
cannot be excluded or discriminated against due to the 
special needs. The court decisions are also stating that the 
rights of the individual to access the system must be adhered 
to and met. 
The P.A.R.C. (Pennsylvania Association for Retarded 
Children vs. Pennsylvania; 1973) established that public 
schools have the obligation to provide appropriate education 
for literally all mentally retarded children either in their 
own facilities or by arrangement with other agencies. The 
case also established the rights of parents to participate 
in major decisions affecting their handicapped children. 
The courts expressed the preference for placing handicapped 
children in regular classes with displacements to special 
classes and special schools requiring extraordinary 
justification. (Reynolds; 1973) 
The President's Committee on Retardation (1968) found 
that "children from impoverished and minority homes are 
15 times more likely to be diagnosed as retarded than are 
children from higher income families." (Reynolds; 1973; 
p.14) 
The Wyatt-Stickney Case (1971) established the 
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individual's "right to treatment" within the state institution¬ 
al placement. This was defined as including education. The 
case assisted in creating the principle that insufficient 
funds is not an acceptable justification for failure to 
provide treatment; "public agencies are required to either 
F&ise sufficient funds or reallocate existing resources to 
fulfill their treatment responsibilities..." (Wyatt vs. 
Aderholt; 1971) 
By the end of 1975j 46 states had some form of mandatory 
special education legislation. (Hatch; 1975) With the 
legal action occurring, legislative bodies began to deal 
with the issues of educating handicapped school-age children. 
Special interest groups instituted unified approaches in 
order to secure the political influence that was needed 
to enable legislation to pass that would assure the rights 
of handicapped children to a free and appropriate education. 
Burrello and Sage (1979) summarized Chapter 3 of their 
text Leadership and Change in Special Education with: 
The driving forces for change, which established the 
environment and tasks of current day leaders in the 
field of special education, consist of such externally 
based sources as the general social climate, action 
of the courts, and legislation at both the state and 
federal levels. In addition, forces internal to the 
education establishment, generating from professional 
doubts, questions, and innovating ideas, suggest new 
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policies, new models, and new approaches to service 
new populations, (p.57) 
The legislation and external forces deal with the 
uniformity of public education and the necessity of 
individualizing the education that is provided to the special 
needs student. 
It is the purpose of this act to assure that all 
handicapped children have available to them a free, 
appropriate public education designed to meet their 
unique needs, to assure that the rights of handicapped 
children and their parents or guardians are protected, 
to assist states and localities to provide for the 
education of all handicapped children, and to assess 
the effectiveness of efforts to educate handicapped 
children. (Policy Implementation; Statement of Findings 
and Purpose; Federal Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act; P.L. 94-142; 1977) 
Section 1... "In light of the policy of the Common¬ 
wealth to provide an adequate, publicly supported education 
to every child resident therein, it is the purpose of this 
act to provide for a flexible and uniform system of special 
education program opportunities for all children requiring 
special education." (Commonwealth of Massachusetts; Acts 
of 1972; Chapter 766) 
These excerpts from P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 
illustrate the wide purview and need to close the gaps of 
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disparity between those handicapped students properly served 
and those students who should be served. (Owens; 1975) 
Both laws moved beyond antecedent judicial decisions and 
placed greater responsibility upon state and local educational 
agencies. (Saunders; 1980) The intent of these two mandates 
is to abolish traditional categorization of handicapped, 
to provide services to all children, to place the respon¬ 
sibility for providing these services with the local school 
committee, to provide an adequate means of financing these 
services, and to provide alternatives to institutionalization. 
(Owens; 1975) With these two legislative acts passed and 
implemented, the neglected, forgotten special needs child 
is now able to access the educational system for services 
that have been agreed to as rightfully his/hers. 
Process Requirements of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 
The difficult task is not the intent of these laws, but 
rather the process in order to access the educational system 
for services. The legislative acts have created for school 
systems and especially for administrators of special education 
an educational system within a system. In their analysis 
of the PARC vs. Pennsylvania. Kirp et al observed that more 
than a year after the court approved the decree, "the or¬ 
ganization and nature of special educational services, 
although expanded (in Pennsylvania), remain generally the 
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same.” (1975; p.347) Goldstein, one of the special masters 
appointed by the court to oversee the implementation of 
the consent decree, stated: 
Unfortunately, the state has not tackled its substantive 
issues with the same zeal and flamboyance as the 
procedural questions. The results...thus far... are an 
array of facades (funding, testing, placings, etc.)... 
But there isn't much new educationally in Pennsylvania 
as an outcome of the case. If the state educational 
people do not change their ways and begin to reshape 
and originate, facades are all that Pennsylvania will 
have.” (Kirp et al; p.347) 
Weatherly and Lipsky (1977) have noted that the initial 
implementation of Chapter 766 has resulted in a movement 
of special needs children to more restrictive educational 
settings. "Thus, early evidence from both the P.A.R.C. 
court decision and Chapter 766 suggest that judicial and 
legislative intent was not fully realized through initial 
efforts of educational agencies." (Saunders; 1980; p.6) 
New legislative mandates required school systems to 
reconstruct their procedural and programmatic structure. 
Included in the changes were revisions of child identification, 
student evaluation procedures and assessments, parent 
involvement and approval, placement procedures that assured 
the special needs child received the appropriate services 
along with continual updating, review, periodic evaluation. 
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P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 employs a multi-disciplinary 
approach in evaluating students. The approach requires 
assessments by various school personnel consisting of the 
building principal, classroom teacher, specialist (i.e. 
special education teacher, speech/language therapist, physical 
or occupational therapist, psychiatrist, etc.) home assessments, 
and medical evaluation. (P.L. 94-142; 1977; Chapter 766; 1972) 
The parent and student (14 years of age or older) are 
brought together with the evaluation team to discuss the 
results of the assessments, make a determination if there 
is a need for special education services, and, if a need 
exists, to design an individualized educational plan. (I.E.P.) 
The I.E.P. must be approved by the parent, or student, 
if 18 years of age or older, prior to its implementation. 
Should the parent or school system not agree, then due 
process through an appeal process is guaranteed. The appeal 
process (Chapter 766; 1972) allows for the Massachusetts 
Department of Education to hold hearings to make the 
determination whether or not the recommended I.E.P. is 
appropriate. 
The regulations set forth in P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 
are extensive and detailed. Mandatory time lines of 
referral, evaluation, presentation of an I.E.P., semi¬ 
annual progress reports, re-evaluation, services to be 
provided and programs of instruction to be available are 
clearly and distinctly outlined. School systems are required 
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to perform functions and services that are encompassing and 
solely predicated on the needs of the student. 
Legislation under P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 can be 
considered consumer laws. The impetus for passage comes from 
outside the state education bureaucracy and the law and 
regulations were written in a way that suggested anticipation 
of non-compliance by the schools. (Weatherly; 1979) As 
one individual closely involved in the drafting of the 
regulations put it, "It is not a law written for administrators... 
It reflects an underlying mistrust (of them)." ( Weatherly; 
1979; p.33) 
Present Beliefs and Practices 
Focusing on the intent of this study, the research will 
review the administrative perceptives with respect to 
P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766. 
Significant changes must occur within all public 
school organizational units in order to attain a free, 
appropriate public education for all children. It is not 
enough to focus on one unit without considering its relation¬ 
ship to other organizational structures within the educational 
system. (Saunders; 1980) The complexities of educational 
organizations make it difficult to implement new programs 
and to institute change. These difficulties cut across a 
multitude of educational innovations at different levels. 
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(i.e. classroom, school, alternative schools, higher 
education) (Baldridge and Deal; 1975) 
The change process within special education must be 
placed within the context of a theoretical model which 
attempts to define the interrelationship of key factors 
influencing implementation* For the purpose of this 
study, the change process in special education represents 
policy implementation as defined by Van Meter and Van Horn: 
Policy implementation encompasses these actions by 
public and private individuals (or groups) that are 
directed at the achievement of objectives set forth 
in prior policy decisions. (1975; P.447) 
Weatherman and Wolf (1976) in their research for the 
development of the Competency-based Training Program: A 
Generic Model, indicate that, through recent studies and 
research, "one of the most prominent of trends is the 
philosophy referred to in its various guises as ’main- 
streaming', 'normalization', or 'the principle of least 
restrictive alternatives'. (p.6) 
Meisgerier and King state the following: 
The main alternative to regular class has been 
placement in a special self-contained class. However, 
non-sequential arrangements of instructional alter¬ 
natives suggest that only a small number of exceptional 
children will require self-contained settings. The 
greatest number may be able to remain in the main 
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system if resource help is available and if that 
system makes use of concepts such as differentiated 
staffing and provides viable mechanisms for the 
individualization of instruction. (1970; p.ix.) 
Special education administrative models must change in 
order to accommodate handicapped children in regular 
education programs. 
In the past, general education focused on the large 
group of typical children within the school population; 
special education was delegated the responsibility of 
educating those children who fell into disability categories 
defined by general educators as being children unsuited for 
the general education program. But events in recent years 
indicate that these two quasi-distant educational systems 
will converge, and the next decade may see all children 
and teachers within parameters of education. (Weatherman; 
1976; p.17) "As these changes take place, a parallel 
trend has been the establishment of separate administrative 
units for special education programs.M (Weatherman; Wolf; 
1976; p.8) 
Weatherman and Wolf continue their discussion regarding 
the need for development of preparation programs for special 
education administrators by pointing out that, unlike the 
role of a school principal or business agent for a school 
district, the role of the special education administrator 
has been determined by such factors as state laws and 
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regulations, education practices in the national, state, 
regional, or local programs for which he/she is responsible, 
and the philosophy toward handicapped children which 
exists in his/her organizational unit. (1976; p.ll) 
Kohl and Marro commented: 
It is difficult to define the typical duties of this 
leader since he is found in different administrative 
patterns and has a variety of titles with little 
relationship to specific functions. (1970; p.9) 
Hensley's doctoral study (1973) demonstrated that, in 
addition to variations in job descriptions among directors, 
further ambiguity is created by the differing ways in which 
other staff in the school district and community perceive 
the director's role, creating discrepant expectations of 
the administrator of special education. 
Special education administrators have "retained their 
specialist identity more than they have developed management 
identity which might have generic application to broad 
system influence and leadership." (Burrello, Sage; 1979; 
p.30) Burrello and Sage (1979) believe that past special 
education administration does not particularly reflect a 
practice posture, nor does it show the special education 
administrator as being outstandingly affected by change, 
any more than any other administrator within the public 
sector of society. This description does not hold true 
beyond the early 1970's. 
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The administrator of special education became a 
participant, from the early 1970's on, in the process of 
significant change, whether willing it or not. (Burrello, 
Sage; 19795 P»31) The special education administrator is 
now confronted with in-depth mandated procedures and 
requirements that deal with identification, evaluation, 
approval, delivery of service plans, due process, and 
accountability. 
Along with these expanded responsibilities and increases 
of federal and state reporting requirements, the special 
education administrator is confronted with the issue of 
attempting to bring together the regular education program 
and the special needs student. Reynolds (1962) and Deno 
(1970) stressed the need to provide service programs and 
services to all handicapped children in the least restrictive 
environment. P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 require that 
children with special needs be placed in education programs 
that are constituted as "regular" to the maximum extent 
feasible, if only for a portion of the school day. 
Weatherly's study of the implementation of Chapter 766 
in Massachusetts (1979) "demonstrated that the law and 
regulations intended to produce a uniform application of 
procedures; instead in certain respects yielded wide 
variations in application. The chances of a child being 
referred, evaluated, and provided special education 
services were associated with such presumably extraneous 
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factors as the relative wealth of the community in which he 
or she lived, the child's disruptiveness or submissiveness 
in class, his or her age, sex, the sex of the teacher, the 
aggressiveness and socio-economic status of the parents, 
the current availability and cost of services needed, and 
the presence in the school system of particular categories 
of specialists." (p.124) 
In keeping with the objective of the legislation, 
mainstreaming special needs students into regular education 
when feasible and appropriate, it is important to focus 
on the need for an organization design or administrative 
model not only for implementing these laws, but for developing 
strategies for enhancing mainstreaming. 
P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 can be considered "authority 
systems". (Hampton, Summer, Webber; 1968; p.435) This 
authority system consists of five attributes which apply 
to the special education administrator under these pieces 
of legislation: 
1. It is caused by, or necessary because of, certain 
deep-seated forces at work in the organization and 
in society. These forces are the ones that bring 
political systems into existence. 
2. It is a system in which relatively few (line 
managers and their specialist staff) make decisions 
for relatively many (lower managers, employees). 
. The decisions made are two types: a) standing 3 
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decisions to be carried out over a period of time 
by diverse people while they are in effect. In 
society, these are called laws, as in corporation 
they are called policies. procedures. programs. or 
methods. Sometimes they are called job descriptions. 
Sociologists often lump all these together and call 
them 'rules' or 'work rules'; b) Ad Hoc decisions 
which are made by executives either to interpret 
standing decisions or to make certain decisions 
which are not covered by standing decisions. 
4. Decisions, either standing or Ad Hoc, are communicated 
from managers to subordinates from relatively few 
at any level in the organization to relatively many. 
5. Certain human motivations tend to cause subordinates 
to obey or carry out the decisions of management 
communicated to them. (p.435) 
When one examines the legislation, these five attributes 
coincide with the mandates of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 
and the role of the special education administrator. 
Since the position of the special education administrator 
carries a substantial amount of specific responsibility, 
the issue of extent or degree by which the administrator 
can enhance integration should draw on the five attributes 
of authority. 
The special education administrator can apply these 
attributes to this position and the responsibilities of 
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his role in the following manner: 
1. The first attribute can be associated with the 
legislative and social mandates that have occurred 
during the 60's and 70's. 
2. Attribute two recognizes the organizational 
structure within the school system and within the 
particular department of special education. Simply 
stated, the staff that is being managed in the 
system is supervised by one or a few administrators 
with respect to the special education department. 
3. The third attribute addresses the issue of the 
legislative mandates which the special education 
administrator must implement as well as implementing 
the specific procedure developed by the school 
system and the school committee policy which 
directs the school system. The special education 
administrator employs this attribute daily in 
interpreting the mandates and policies of the 
legislation and the school committee. 
4. The fourth attribute demonstrates the pyramid 
design in that the decisions are funneled down from 
the special education administrator to staff 
within the department. 
5. The final attribute deals with the role description 
and employee or staff responsibility. It is the 
function of the staff to carry out the directives 
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of the special education administrator. 
Special Education Administrative Models 
School systems develop administrative models to meet 
their managerial and programmatic needs. The role, function, 
and responsibilities of the special education administrator 
have developed from a variety of influences which are an 
outgrowth of the school system's felt needs dealing with 
legislative and societal influences. 
The administrative model is intended to serve a purpose. 
The mandated responsibilities of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 
must be channeled into an organizational design which 
oversees the entire intent, process, accountability, and 
service plan . This organizational design will provide the 
opportunity for the education of special needs students in 
the least restrictive environment. 
Earlier studies in Minnesota by Weatherman and Harpaz 
(1975) and Springs (1972) reviewed the responsibilities, 
accountability, and authority of the special education 
administrator in carrying out the functions of the position. 
Mazor (1977) examined areas of potential conflict or 
differences of opinion concerning the role of the special 
education administrator among superintendents, principals, 
and special education administrators. Newman (1970) 
conducted a study of the functional tasks of special 
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education leaders in school districts with populations 
between 13,000 and 30,000 students. These earlier studies 
have been beneficial in providing information regarding 
the role and functions of the special education administrator 
and its impact on other school personnel. 
A search of the literature reveals that The Council 
for Exceptional Children Standard Project Report (1966) 
identified the following fifteen technical, human relation, 
and general conceptual competencies seen as basic for 
professional practicing administrators and supervisors of 
special education: 
1) Understanding of total educational process 
2) Knowledge of school organization and administrative 
practices 
3) Knowledge of various administrative provisions 
4) Knowledge of fiscal procedures 
5) Knowledge of curriculum development and methodology 
6) Knowledge of supervisory practices and theory and 
techniques of staff development 
7) Knowledge of psychoeducational and diagnostic 
procedures 
8) Knowledge of personnel practices 
9) Knowledge and utilization of community organizations 
and resources 
10) Ability to identify, define, and influence the 
power structure both within and outside education 
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11) Knowledge of public relations 
12) Knowledge of school law and legislating process 
and their implementation 
13) Knowledge of school plant planning and utilization 
14) Knowledge of research techniques and procedure 
15) Knowledge of professional responsibilities to the 
field 
Since this project was completed, the passage of 
P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 has altered the role and 
responsibilities of the special education administrator. 
Identification and evaluation procedures, programs, services, 
and procedural assurances have influenced the manner in 
which school systems deal with special education services. 
Burrello and Sage (1979) discussed in their chapter on 
organizational models that 
few special educational models have identified the 
key environment forces and specific norms or values 
that provide the basic rationale for building the 
organizational model. (p.87) 
However, Mayer identified the following purposes that 
an organizational administrative model can serve: 
* Providing a framework for program planning and 
operation 
* Assisting in promoting communication among 
administrators, teachers, parents, and students 
* Serving as a system approach to delivery of services 
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Helping the school system comply with laws, 
regulations, and policies 
Serving as the frame of reference for program 
evaluation 
Providing the structure for development of verbal 
or visual pictures of the program 
* Serving as the pattern of something that works 
and then can be replicated 
* Providing the necessary structure for obtaining 
and expending funds 
* Providing a means for obtaining some degree of 
stability for the above functions (1982; pp.153-154) 
Mayer continued by stating that ‘'models for special education 
programs can have a significant and positive effect on 
school programs." (p.156) In his chapter on Organization 
Approach to Development of Models. Mayer (1982) elaborates 
on the organizational approaches that make up the structure 
of various administrative models. Mayer does indicate 
that the four approaches are not exclusive of each other. 
The approaches are: 
1. Organizational structure 
2. Categorical/Non-categorical 
3. Spectrum of Service 
4. Local district or building model 
Each of these approaches clearly services an administrative 
need. One must review them as to their structure and 
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intent in servicing the needs of the special needs student. 
The organizational structures that Mayer refers to 
are outlined by Johnsen (1967) in his description of six 
different organizational structures that are available to 
school systems. 
1. Comprehensive Direct Program Orientation: This 
model has the school system operating its own 
special education programs. Large school systems 
can utilize this model since they have sufficient 
numbers of students, available facilities at all 
levels. 
2. Limited Direct Program Operation: School systems 
which employ this model will provide services to 
a selected type of individuals. All other students 
are served by a variety of state schools and 
private clinics. 
3. Reciprocal Model: This model is utilized by 
school systems which are geographically close to 
one another and are of medium size. The systems 
will informally agree to have each system operate 
part of the total program and to accept each 
other's students on a cost of operation or at no 
cost. 
Z+. Cooperative Model: This model is a formalized 
reciprocal model. Sometimes referred to as a 
collaborative, the cooperative plans and directs 
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all programs or cluster of programs. This model 
will be administered by a separate administrative 
group, separate from the member systems. 
Dependent_Model: School systems that are too 
small to provide quality programs will depend 
on a larger neighboring or intermediate school 
system to provide all special education programs 
and services. 
6* Combination Model: This model is used by school 
systems that find some combination of all the 
above models will most appropriately meet its 
needs. 
Mayer includes with these six models the Administrative 
Flow Chart (p.158). This technique is used by most agencies 
to show lines of authority and functions performed. The 
Administrative Flow Chart will exhibit positions of the 
personnal but may also include programs. The advantages 
of this approach are its briefness and its ability to 
provide substantial information regarding the position of 
special education in the school system. 
Examples of administrative flow charts for a large and 
a medium-sized school system are presented in Figures 4 
and 5. These two charts demonstrate the lines of res¬ 
ponsibility flowing from the school committee to the 
superintendent to the assistant superintendent. Line 
authority is then dispensed to the administrator of special 
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education on the school principals. Each individual in 
these charts has a component of his/her function that 
relates to special education. 
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Categorical and non-categorical models as discussed 
by Mayer (1982) address the trend toward de-emphasizing 
special education categories. The use of categories to 
identify handicapped students has been a long-standing 
practice. The categorizing of special needs students is 
the practice of classifying students based on their 
handicapping condition. Many large school systems in 
effect design their special education department's sub¬ 
division based on these labels. For example, under the 
special education administrator there may be a supervisior 
of learning disabilities, hearing impaired, mentally 
retarded students, physically handicapped, etc. In smaller 
systems there may be coordinators for only two or three 
disabilities. This approach simplified the areas of 
supervision of personnel, programs, and students. However, 
over the years this particular administrative approach has 
come under scrutiny. 
In summarizing Mayer's five factors that have in¬ 
fluenced the movement away from categorical approach, it 
is evident that categorizing implies that differences 
exist between disabled and non-disabled. There is a firm 
boundary between those who are included in a category and 
those who are not included. The labeling can produce 
very negative effects on the special needs student by 
causing rigidity in program assignments and scheduling of 
special needs students into regular classes. Finally, 
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categorizing, labeling, and tracking of students may 
violate their civil rights. This particular fact has been 
supported by numerous court cases. 
While Mayer's contentions regarding the categorical 
approach present a very strong argument against any ad¬ 
ministrative model being a categorical system, problems 
are encountered when a state or local system attempts to 
abolish such a model or to substitute a complete non- 
categorical model. Again, one can summarize Mayer's points 
for keeping the categorical approach in that replacing 
one negative label with another will eventually lead to 
that label becoming negative over a period of time. 
Without a standardized method of identifying a student's 
problem, difficulty can arise in determining an appropriate 
placement for the student. 
Funding by many state governments and by the federal 
government is based on the categorical approach. The 
personnel who work with the special needs students have, 
for the most part, been trained along categorical lines. 
The categorical approach places a label on the student 
that identifies the student's particular handicapping 
condition. The non-categorical model defines the student's 
needs based on strengths and weaknesses and programs the 
student into classes on the basis of educational need and 
the ability of the student to be in regular education or 
mainstreamed for all, a portion, or none of the school day. 
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The student in this model has access to services that are 
based on needs to program placement. Chapter 766 along 
with the California Master Plan Components are non-categorical 
models that provide the special needs student with a full 
range of services based on the specific needs of the 
student. 
The Spectrum of Service Model is a non-categorical 
model that provides a full range of service from regular 
classroom placement with support to the classroom teacher 
and/or student in the class setting to the most extreme 
placement of a student into a special needs residential 
school. The Spectrum of Service Model has been referred to 
by Deno (1970) in his Cascade of Services and by Willenberg 
(1970) in his Levels of Instructional Intervention. (Figure 6) 
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Figure 6 
Levels of Instructional Intervention Within Public 
bchool opecial Education Programs 
Residential school with program geared to 
group characteristics (deaf, blind, etc.) Level 9 
Special classes in a special school with 
programs geared to group characteristics (deaf, 
mentally retarded, blind) Level 8 
Special class in regular schools with limited 
or no structured contact with children enrolled 
in the regular class Level 7 
Special class in regular school with structured 
contact with pupils enrolled in regular class 
in non-academic situations Level 6 
Special class'in regular school with structured 
contact with pupils enrolled in regular class in 
both academic and non-academic situations Level 5 
Pupils enrolled in regular class with intensive 
individual or group tutoring. Program and time 
determined by individual needs Level h 
Pupils enrolled in regular class with intensive 
individual or group tutoring with program 
determined by individual needs. Resource help 
to classroom teachers in adaptation of curriculum 
and tasks to individual needs Level 3 
Figure 6 
(continued) 
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Pupils enrolled in regular class after short term 
tutoring for purposes of diagnosis and program 
planning. In-service training to regular 
classroom teachers 
Regular class enrollment with resource help 
to classroom teacher. Diagnosis and behavior 
observation is the responsibility of the 
classroom teacher. In-service training to regular 
classroom teachers 
Level Z 
Level 1 
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The Spectrum of Service Model presents an overview of 
the approach that can be developed in providing special 
education services without labeling a child with a handi¬ 
capping condition. The anticipated outcome is that the 
child will move from the level at which he/she enters to a 
lesser level while being served. 
The Local School District or Building Model utilizes 
the available options through various laws and regulations 
in order to develop unique programs. A school district 
or individual building will respond to a specific philosophy 
or ideals within the building when developing a service 
or program. 
Now that the organizational approaches have been 
reviewed, a presentation of five specific administrative 
models will follow. There are many models that can be 
found that represent the organizational approaches already 
discussed. The models being presented are the five that 
are frequently presented in the literature. 
The Madison Model 
The Madison Model (Madison School System, Wisconsin) 
was based on the assumption that community interest and 
responsiveness to community concerns was the purpose 
of the administrative model. The organization assumptions 
were that: 
1) the organization structure should be aole to 
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anticipate and plan for the future, utilizing 
new forms of management 
2) the previous administrative structure did not 
facilitate the special education delivery within 
the regular school building program in cooperative 
fashion (1979; p.89) 
Madison special education was charged with providing 
services for mildly handicapped children and support to 
all children in the general program. 
The reorganization of this 30,000 student school 
system created four regional units with a special education 
administrator for each unit. The Madison Special Education 
Service organizational model moved from a district-wide 
disability program model to a combination of functional 
organizational structures and a self-contained structure 
within and between regional areas and district-wide areas. 
(Tilley; 1963) This model would provide a wide range of 
service at a level that is accessible to school personnel, 
consumers, and students. 
The Minneapolis Model 
The Minneapolis Model (Minnesota) was concerned with 
making itself accessible to the consumer and procedurally 
and programmatically accessible to special needs students. 
Another major goal of this reorganized model was to improve 
the capacity of the school system to process information 
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and make decisions. The intent here, due to the large 
size of the system, was "to prevent the overlooking of 
the hierarchy." (Hampton, Summer, Webber; 1968; p.90) 
^kis reorganization of the administrative model recognized 
that management initiates were needed to facilitate the 
successful implementation of services to the 60,000 students 
in the Minneapolis school system. The entire system was 
reorganized to meet the following four concepts: 
Developing education programs and services 
- Maintaining facilities and fiscal resources 
Developing and supporting personnel 
Maintaining community relationships (Hampton, 
Summer, Webber; 1968; p.91) 
This model was addressing the incorporation of special 
education services and support staff into general education. 
The issue then surfaces as to who will report to whom, 
how are resources allocated, and how are authority relation¬ 
ships resolved. 
Both the Madison and Minneapolis systems have since 
experienced changes in their personnel and organization 
design. The Minneapolis Model was not able to resolve 
the authority relationship; therefore, revisions in the 
model need to occur. 
The Boston Model 
The Boston Model was an outgrowth of the passage of 
6a 
Chapter 766 and the movement away from categorical depart¬ 
ments. Departments were identified by the diagnosis of 
the student's need such as mental retardation, learning 
disabilities, physically handicapped, emotionally disturbed. 
The reorganization of the Boston Model (1976) identified 
the following objectives: 
Decentralization of the Department of Special 
Services will lead to more effective and efficient 
service delivery as well as greater accountability 
— Central office must be capable of providing the 
necessary technical and expert advice and support 
to the district so as to maximize program imple¬ 
mentation 
Central office must be capable of monitoring the 
implementation of policies and procedures regarding 
special education services and make appropriate 
modifications when necseeary (Boston Public 
Schools; 1976) 
Each of the nine school districts within the system 
was assigned an evaluation team chairperson. This 
individual, responsible to the building administrator, would 
accept and process referrals for team evaluation, coordinate 
the development of the student’s individualized educational 
plan, and facilitate all aspects of the evaluation, place¬ 
ment, delivery of services, and review of the student's 
plan. 
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The Boston Model, like the Madison Model, was re¬ 
organizing downward toward the district and building level. 
The administrative design was to decentralize personnel and 
services in order to impact directly on students. 
The Houston Model 
The Houston Model was an outgrowth of the mandate to 
provide services to all children in the least restrictive 
environment. The major goal was not only to serve special 
needs students but to provide alternative instructional 
programs for all students. The special education department 
was focusing on "the retraining of classroom teachers into 
professionals who could, with minimal assistance, maintain 
previously referred children." (Hampton, Summer, Webber; 
1968; p.100) Also included in the model was a multi¬ 
disciplinary team to support instructional personnel and 
students as well as a unit to plan and develop additional 
alternatives. 
The Houston Model was similar to the Boston Model in 
that the movement was away from categorical programming to 
a functional model. This organization design, as pointed 
out by Burrello and Sage (1979)9 was n°t to maintain 
separate programs of service. The intervention was placed 
equally upon the trainer and trainee, preventive not 
ameliorative. The Houston Model definitely addressed the 
issue of special education as a direct provider of services 
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to all students and as a supportive, consultative training 
agency for all teachers. 
The Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES1) 
The Board of Cooperative Educational Services Model 
(BOCES) was developed to assist local school systems in 
the delivery of services to special needs students. The 
BOCES Model provided program services to local school 
systems that could not provide the services themselves. 
The BOCES Model divided itself into three categories: 
Management; Pupil Personnel Services; Supervision and 
Curriculum. Management set policy and procedure, directed 
personnel, supervised the budget, and established facilities 
such as purchasing, accounting, and staff evaluation. 
Pupil Personnel Services dealt with the processing of 
referrals, identification, establishing consultation, 
developing and evaluating pupil personnel staff, liaison 
with local schools, and developing individual educational 
plans. Supervision and Curriculum provided planning for 
the programs within primary, intermediate, and secondary 
levels, in-service training, research, and program evaluation. 
(Burrello, sage; 1979; p#103) 
This model addressed the organizational demands and 
demonstrated that the leadership must orchestrate a co¬ 
operative program of development and accountability. Also, 
the model combined self-contained administrative units 
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in the primary and secondary programs and a new set of 
lateral relationships in a matrix organizational design. 
That is, the administrator had to share the responsibilities 
of supervision, evaluation, and decision-making since 
personnel were managed by dual authority. 
These five administrative models were designed out of 
a felt need to serve the consumer and the school. The 
goal of these administrative models was to impact on the 
service needs of the handicapped child through appropriate 
program options. 
With changing attitudes and legislative mandates, the 
need to move from a traditional, categorical program model 
to a more comprehensive administrative model was apparent 
in order to meet the goals and objectives of the legislation. 
The models discussed demonstrate a change in the approach 
by which the needs of the student were to be met. Also 
these reorganizations were a direct outgrowth of the 
public's changing perception regarding how the special needs 
student would be served. 
Administrator of Special Education and Integration 
The Administrator of Special Education (ASE) is a 
relatively new position in educational administration, and 
therefore has not achieved full administrative status of 
more traditional roles such as principals and superintendents. 
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The present status has undergone constant change during 
the last ten years with the introduction of legislative 
mandates for services. As the role of the ASE emerges, a 
new domain will be created which may cause a certain amount 
of role discomfort for members of the organizational unit 
until the ASE's contribution toward goal attainment is 
understood and accepted. (Thompson; 1967; p.55) Thompson 
cautioned that the real difficulties arise when one views the 
role differently than the way it is viewed by other or¬ 
ganizational members. In beginning to discuss the intent 
of this study, one need not look too closely at the title 
of the ASE as previously pointed out by Kohl and Marro (1971) 
since the ASE has a variety of titles. There is a need to 
analyze what Greer (1970) reported. 
Special education has a jurisdictional responsibility 
for both elementary and secondary instructional programs. 
In addition, it often includes aspects of special services 
and district-wide operational as well as consultative 
responsibilities. The person who heads special education 
within the school system should have sufficient authority 
to carry out all the responsibility encompassed in the 
line and staff functions. This means that the ASE should 
be at such an administrative level as to have the opportunity 
to influence policies and develop the procedures by which 
progress can be carried forward. He should have access to 
and be able to utilize the full range of school services. 
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(Greer; 1970; p.440) Greer was recognizing the need for 
the ASE to assume an appropriate level within the organization 
to effect practices and policies of the system. Also the 
ASE must be given the authority to manage staff that are 
directly and indirectly supervised by the ASE. The ASE 
needs to have input which will influence all staff within 
the system. 
Spriggs (1972) indicated in his study that school 
organizations adapted to the demands for services by 
providing additional classroom space, additional personnel, 
and an increase in materials and equipment. The real 
issue of adapting the entire school system to provide 
services along with the regular education was not addressed. 
The increased growth of special education further separated 
the regular and special education programs rather than 
linking them together. 
The role of the ASE needs to be reflected through 
examination of the interface between the special education 
program and the regular education program, his status and 
status set, his influence in basic organizational manage¬ 
ment of establishing priorities, his allocating resources 
of the organization, his participation in policy decisions, 
and his relationship to the operation of the ongoing 
program. (Kohl, Marro; 1971; pp.v-1) 
Again the issue is raised as to where in the or¬ 
ganizational structure the ASE is to be positioned. This 
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issue is crucial in order to meet the responsibilities of 
the mandate. The ASE needs clout to impact on the whole 
system. This clout or authority provides the ASE with a 
vehicle to insure that students are served in the least 
restrictive environment, which is integration into the 
mainstream. 
Summary 
This Chapter II has reviewed the impetus for Chapter 766 
and P.L. 94-142, the general requirements of the acts, 
various writers' beliefs and stated practices in implement¬ 
ing the acts, the administrative approaches and specific 
administrative models which were an outgrowth of the 
legislative and societal changes, and the issue of the ASE 
to effect integration of special needs students. Much 
research is available on the role and responsibilities of 
the ASE. Studies have analyzed the perceptions and relation¬ 
ship of various school personnel to the ASE. The competency 
of the ASE has been reviewed and studies completed regarding 
what competencies the ASE should possess. However, there 
appears to be no information available pertaining to the 
impact of the ASE model on integration. Substantial 
discussion has addressed those other areas, but the impact 
that one administrative model may have over another in 
integrating special needs students into regular education 
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has not been discussed. 
Integration or mainstreaming placement is an approach 
that insures the special needs student the educational 
opportunity that is spirited by and consistent with the 
legislative mandates. Mere physical placement in the 
regular classroom is not enough to insure either academic 
achievement or social acceptance. Many variables and 
issues need to be addressed to insure appropriate, success¬ 
ful integration. 
It is apparent from the literature that integration 
is not only a popular social trend, but a socially and 
educationally positive practice. Gottlieb, Gampel, and 
Budoff (1975) found that a high incidence of ’'prosocial 
behavior” and "positive attitude toward school" of 
integrated educable mentally retarded pupils (EMR) existed 
when compared to those EMR pupils in self-contained 
classes. 
Many administrative models are in existence. However, 
it is apparent that no specific model has been examined in 
reference to its enhancement of integration. 
CHAPTER HI 
METHOD RESEARCH and PROCEDURE 
Methodology and Design 
P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 have enabled special 
education services for handicapped children to expand at 
an unprecedented rate. This expansion of the public 
school requirements for providing for the needs of special 
education students has brought about a new role for the 
special education administrator. 
Earlier research on the role of the special education 
administrator has examined the role in light of defined 
tasks within the construct of broadly-based categories 
generally associated with school administrators’ functions. 
Respondents in the earlier research were generally asked to 
select one of a limited number of response options to 
questionnaire items representing tasks or activities felt 
to be associated with the role of the special education 
administrator. Such forced choice responses on the part of 
the respondent comprise the principal method of data 
gathering as reported in the literature. 
The instrument used in this study was designed by 
first completing a review of the literature in the areas 
of administration and integration of special needs students. 
This search revealed various defined tasks v/ithin the 
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construct of broadly-based categories generally associated 
with school administrators' functions. Secondly, the 
writer developed questions from his own points of interest 
and experience and from discussions with special education 
administrators. 
No title was used for the instrument since Jensen 
and Schmitt (1970) have some evidence to show that titles 
do, in fact, influence responses. In particular they 
found that individuals tend to falsify and respond more 
defensively to titled questionnaires than to non-titled 
questionnaires. 
Research states that language used in the questionnaire 
should be concise and that familiar words should be utilized 
(Oppenheim; 1972). Kahn and Cannell (1967) state that 
language must consist primarily of terms within the common 
experience of both the researcher and the respondent. 
This aspect has been taken into consideration in building 
the questionnaire. Terms that are constant and relevant 
to the special education administrator formulate the 
language of the questionnaire. These terms are part of 
the structure of the legislation and the regulations by 
which the special education administrator functions. The 
questions are designed to insure that the frame of reference 
is consistent for the respondents. The method used to 
insure this type of consistency is that outlined by Kahn 
and Cannell (1967): Common to the particular group of 
respondents. 
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Discussions with active administrators have focused on what 
should be ascertained in order to conduct this study and the 
typ© and phrasing of the questions to be used. Since the 
special education administrators selected to be surveyed have 
been in their positions for more than two years, their level 
of information regarding the region, requirements of the man¬ 
dates, and special education terms can be assumed to be fairly 
consistent. Questions have been developed so as not to be 
misleading or "double barreled". (Sheehan-Hambleton; 1976) 
The number of response categories in a survey has been 
debated for years. Champney and Marshall (1939) advocate 
a large number of categories. They believe that limiting 
the number of categories to five or seven may give inexcua- 
able inaccurate results. Komorita and Graham (1965) have 
shown that in certain situations the reliability of the instru¬ 
ment can be increased by increasing the number of response 
categories. (p.19) Sheehan and Hambleton (1976) reviewed 
numerous studies (Bendig; 1954; Komorita; 1963; Komorita 
and Graham; 1965; Matell and Jacoby; 1971) and concluded 
that investigators have demonstrated that reliability and, 
in some cases validity, are independent of the number of 
response categories. Masters (1974) has shown that the 
number of categories used has little effect upon the 
internal cocsistency reliability in situations where 
opinion is widely divided toward content being measured. 
In situations a small number of categories will 
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achieve adequate total score variability and, hence, 
adequate reliability, (pp.49-53) 
Sheehan and Hambleton (1976) concluded that when 
reliability is the criterion, the decision as to the 
number of response categories to be used has to reflect 
the total score variability that is likely to be produced 
by administering the instrument to a particular population. 
Taking this into consideration, the number of categories 
was developed based on the need to collect specific data. 
Present research does not recognize an appreciable 
difference between bipolar and unipolar scales. Follman 
(1974) compared the response distribution for the following 
five-point bipolar and unipolar scales: 
1. Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree versus Strongly 
Agree to Slightly Agree 
2. Excellent to Inadequate versus Excellent to 
Adequate 
3. Needs to Improve to Needs Great Improvement versus 
Needs Little Improvement to Needs Great Improvement 
In all three cases, the response distribution of the 
bipolar scale did not differ significantly from those of 
the unipolar scale. Therefore, the bipolar scale has 
been selected for this study since it will allow the respondent 
to be able to differentiate clearly the responses to 
each question. 
Based on the study completed by Holdaway (1971), the 
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placement of the scale midpoint does affect the obtained 
response distribution. Holdaway was able to demonstrate 
that, in many instances, more respondents chose "Undecided" 
when it was placed in the central position than at the end 
in bipolar scales. When "Neutral" was included in the scale, 
more respondents selected it over "Undecided". When 
"Neutral" and "Undecided" appear in the same scale, more 
respondents selected "Neutral" over "Undecided" than in 
those scales where only "Undecided" was used at the midpoint. 
Thus, the type and position of a midpoint appear to affect 
the obtained distribution. A "Neutral" midpoint was found 
to be used by more respondents than an "Undecided" midpoint, 
and a centrally placed midpoint is used by more respondents 
than a terminally placed one. Therefore, this questionnaire 
will have a terminally placed "Undecided" in order to 
reduce the possible selection of "Undecided". In this way, 
it is anticipated that more opinioned data will be gathered. 
The responses are Strongly Agree. Agree. Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree, and Undecided. The questionnaire is 
structured in three parts. Part One deals with demographic 
characteristics of the school system and communities. 
The second part of the questionnaire addresses factual data 
regarding the administrative model of the special education 
administrators and what integration of special needs 
students may be occurring in their school systems. The 
final part of the questionnaire asks the special education 
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administrators to respond to questions that deal with their 
perceptions of the organizational structure of their school 
system, integration of special needs students into regular 
education, and the attitude of the community, parents, and 
school system toward special education. 
Sample Population 
As stated in the Introduction of Chapter 1, the special 
education administrators from the Greater Boston Educational 
Region of the Massachusetts Department of Education were 
selected to be surveyed since they represent school systems 
which comprise 50% of the state’s special needs population. 
Each of the school systems represents one of the three 
administrative models. Figure 7 categorizes the systems 
by model. 
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Figure 7 
Classification of School Systems by Administrative Model 
Administrative Administrative Administrative 
Model I Model II Model III 
Arlington Avon Blue Hill 
Brookline Bedford Regional Vocational High 
Cambridge Belmont School 
Lexington Boston Carlisle 
Lincoln Braintree Cohasset 
Medford Canton Holbrook 
Minuteman Vocational Chelsea Lincoln-Sudbury 
Technical High School Concord-Carlisle Sharon 
Melrose 
Needham 
Newton 
Norwood 
Quincy 
Dedham 
Everett 
Hingham 
Malden 
Milton 
Randolph 
Revere 
Somerville 
Sudbury 
Walpole 
Waltham 
Watertown 
Wayland 
Wellesley 
Weston 
Westwood 
Weymouth 
Winthrop 
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Procedure 
Since the writer developed the instrument through 
identifying various defined tasks from the literature, his 
own points of interest and suggestions from administrators 
of special education, the committee recommended that a face 
validity assurance be completed. Ten special education 
administrators were selected for a trial run of the in¬ 
strument with a letter of explanation. Two special education 
administrators were selected from each of the other five 
educational regions in the state. Model I was represented 
four times while Models II and III were each represented 
three times. These special education administrators are 
not to be a part of the actual survey. 
Their responses were reviewed and 14 changes were 
made in the original questionnaire. These changes were 
in the content of several questions as well as the addition 
of four questions. 
The revised questionnaire was mailed with an explanatory 
cover letter (See Appendix) to the sample population of 
administrators. Advanced notice was not required since 
contact with each respondent is an on-going activity. 
Also, Parsch and Medford (1972) found that when the pop¬ 
ulation is fairly homogeneous, advanced notice does not 
improve the response rate. 
Each respondent was provided with a stamped return 
84 
envelope. The special education administrators were 
requested to return the questionnaire within three weeks 
by a specific date. The committee established a return 
rate of 75% for each model and an overall return rate of 
80%, This was done to insure sufficient return in order 
to conduct an analysis of the data since the sample pop¬ 
ulation was relatively small. 
The first mailing produced a return of 32 questionnaires 
or an overall return rate of 72%, This was below the 
committee's minimum overall return rate, A week after the 
first due date, a follow-up letter and questionnaire was 
sent to the twelve remaining special education administrators. 
This follow-up letter resulted in seven additional completed 
questionnaires being returned. This gave a return of 39 
questionnaires or a return rate of 89%« The breakdown by 
model was as follows: 
Model I: 11 out of 12 returned questionnaires for a 
return rate of 92% 
Model II: 22 out of 25 questionnaires returned for 
a return rate of 88% 
Model III: Six out of seven questionnaires returned 
for a return rate of 87% 
Telephone contact was made to the remaining five special 
education administrators. They chose not to respond to 
the questionnaire. 
CHAPTER IV 
REPORTING of RESULTS 
Introduction 
The intent of this study was to determine whether the 
special education administrative model enhances the in¬ 
tegration of special needs students into regular education. 
Based on the results of this study, school committees and 
school administrative personnel could design their or¬ 
ganizational structure to allow for optimal administrative 
influence for the mainstreaming of special needs students. 
The responses from the 39 returned questionnaires are 
presented in percentage form and organized by tables. The 
tables are identified as follows: 
Table 1 presents the characteristics of the school 
system. 
Tables 2 through 11 present the responses of the special 
education administrators to specifically grouped questions. 
Table 12 presents the frequency of the responses of the 
special education administrators to a specific question. 
Tables 13 through 14 present the responses of the 
special education administrators to the grouped questions 
of those special education administrators who would 
change their administrative model. 
Table 15A through 15K presents the responses of the 
special education administrators by model when compared 
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to specific questions. 
Appendices A through H present raw data responses of 
the special education administrators to the questionnaire. 
Presentations of the Tables 
Table 1 - Characteristics of the Surveyed School Systems 
Table 1 presents the responses of the special education 
administrators to questions in Part 1 of the survey. The 
responses are by administrative model. Table 1 reports 
the following information: 
1) In school systems that utilize Model I, the special 
needs population ranged from 12% to 22% of the 
total school population. In those school systems 
that utilize Model II, the special needs population 
ranged from 14% to 23% of the total school 
population. In school systems that utilize Model 
III, the special needs population ranged from 
5% to 9% of the total school population. The 
percentage of special needs students in Model 
III is below the state-wide average by 15% and 
the federal average of 12%. (Massachusetts 
Department of Education, 1982) 
2) A total of seven school systems that utilized 
Models I and II have assistant superintendents. 
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The six school systems that comprised Model III had 
no assistant superintendent. Also, school systems 
with less than 2300 total students had no assistant 
superintendents regardless of which model the system 
utilized with the exception of one system in Model I. 
This particular system had one assistant superintendent. 
3) Sixty-nine percent of the school systems have no 
curriculum directors. Of those school systems that 
had curriculum directors, four were in Model I and 
11 were in Model II. 
4) A significant majority of the school systems in all 
three models (95%) have principals who are assigned 
full-time to one building. 
5) Forty-nine percent of the school systems had experienced 
a program audit by the Massachusetts Department of 
Education within the last four years while 74% of the 
school systems had undergone a compliance review during 
this same four-year period. 
6) Eighty-five percent of the respondents from the three 
models indicated that the results of the program 
audit and compliance review were positive regarding 
the efforts of the school systems to meet the 
intent and purpose of the special education 
mandates. 
7) Eighty-five percent of those school systems that 
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were audited experienced no change in their 
administrative model following the program audit 
or compliance review. 
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Before presenting Tables 2 through 8, it is necessary 
to explain why and how the various questions were grouped 
for these six tables. First, the questions were grouped 
to allow for a greater frequency of responses. Secondly, 
the questions were grouped based on their similarity to one 
another. That is, those questions dealing with issues 
that are interrelated were grouped. The groupings are as 
follows: 
Table 2: Administrative Requirements 
The questions in Table 2 focus on what the administrative 
model requires of the special education administrator and 
allows the special education administrator to be involved 
in the system-wide decision-making process. The questions 
for this group are: #2, #3, #4, #5, #16, #17, #18, #40, 
#43. 
Table 3: Administrator’s Role and Responsibilities 
The questions in this table address the issues of the 
involvement of the special education administrator in team 
conferences, providing support to staff, relationship with 
the school committee, and control of the special education 
budget. These questions are: #15, #41, #42, #43* 
Table 4: Effects of the Administrative Model on Integration 
The questions for this table focus on the perception 
of the special education administrator regarding the effects 
of their administrative models on the integration of 
special needs students into regular education. The questions 
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for this group are: #1, #13, #27( #28, £40, #43. 
?abIe ’}■■-Impact of the Special Education administrator 
on Integration 
The questions in this group deal with the attitudes, 
philosophies, and efforts of the administrator toward 
integration of special needs students into regular education 
The questions for this group are: #14, #26, #31, #34, #37. 
Table 6: Attitude of School Systems Toward Integration 
The questions for this table address the attitude of 
the school system and the philosophy exhibited by building 
and curriculum directors toward the system-wide integration 
of special needs students into regular education. The 
questions for this group are: #32, #36. 
Table 7: Fiscal Impact on the Integration Process 
The questions in this table deal with the fiscal 
requirements, impact, and constraints of the special 
education requirements on the integration of the special 
needs child into regular education. The questions for this 
group are: #11, #12, #18, #22, #39, #44. 
Table 8: Attitudes Toward Integration 
The questions in this group address the attitudes of 
the community, parents, and school system regarding the 
concept of integration. The questions for this group are: 
#12, #19, #20, #21, #23, #24, #31, #32, #33. 
Table 9: Legislative Impact on Integration 
The questions for this table address the response of 
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the special education administrators to the effects of the 
legislative mandates on the integration of special needs 
students into regular education. The question is #35. 
Finally, in Tables 2 through 9 the results are presented 
in the following format: 
Column 1 Frequency percentage response of all special 
education administrators for each question by 
each point on the scale. 
Column 2 The total number of raw responses to the questions 
for each point on the scale. 
Column 3 The average percentage frequency response to the 
questions for each point on the scale. 
The aggregate percentage is obtained by combining the 
average percentage response for Strongly Agree with Agree 
and Disagree with Strongly Disagree. Undecided is treated 
separately. 
Table 2: Administrative Requirements 
The responses of the special education administrators 
to the grouped questions for Table 2 indicate that most of 
the special education administrators (76%) Strongly Agree/ 
Agree that their administrative model requires or allows 
them to participate in system-wide policy development, 
conferences with regular education administrators to 
develop strategies for integrating special needs students, 
direct communication with the school committee, and the 
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making of programmatic and budgetary decisions. These 
special education administrators also felt that their 
administrative model is appropriately placed within the 
school system's organizational structure for dealing with 
the issues that affect the integration of special needs 
students. Very few (18%) of the administrators of special 
education Disagree/Strongly Disagree with the questions 
in this group. Only 6% of the administrators of special 
education were Undecided regarding the nine questions in 
this group. 
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—ble —Eole and Responsibilities of the Adrrri ni Rtr.tn, 
The special education administrators' responses to 
this group of questions for this table clearly demonstrate 
that the special education administrators (86%) Strongly 
Agree/Agree that their present administrative model under 
which they are functioning requires them to attend evaluation 
team conferences due to the difficulty of that particular 
case and to support staff involved with the case. These 
special education administrators also felt that their 
relationship with the school committee is positive, con¬ 
structive, and that they have sufficient control over 
their budget. Only 11% of the special education administrators 
Disagree/Strongly Disagree with the questions for this 
group while 3% of the special education administrators were 
Undecided on the four questions for this table. 
Table 3 
Role and Responsibility of the Administrator 
Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 
Questions 15 41 42 44 Total H- % % 
SA .36 .05 • 44 • 46 51 .33 
.87 
A .41 .74 .54 • 46 84 .54 
DA .18 .15 .03 .05 16 .10 
.11 
SDA .00 .00 .00 .03 1 .01 
UN .05 .05 .00 .00 4 .02 .02 
~15T" 1.00 1.00 
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Column 1 
Column 2 
Column 3 
Table 3 
(continued) 
This figure represents the total responses from 
the 39 special education administrators to the 
questions. 
This figure represents the average percentage 
of responses by the point on the scale. 
This figure represents the aggregate percentage 
of responses when the scale is collapsed. 
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Table Effects of the Administrative Model on Integration 
The responses of the special education administrators 
indicate that most (71%) of them Strongly Agree/Agree that 
their administrative model insures the most opportunity for 
special needs students to access regular education, allows 
the special education administrator to integrate effective¬ 
ly special needs students, encourages integration to occur 
within their system, and effects change with regular 
education systems. The special education administrators 
also indicated that their administrative model enables them 
to affect the entire system with regards to programmatic 
issues. While 21% of the special education administrators 
Disagree/Strongly Disagree with the questions, 8% of the 
special education administrators were Undecided on this 
group of questions. 
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Table 5: Impact of the Special Education Administrator 
on Integration 
The responses indicate that the special education 
administrators (72%) Strongly Agree/Agree that their present 
administrative model requires their presence at case 
conferences that may end in legal action. These special 
education administrators believe that their efforts, 
attitudes, philosophies, and participation in system-wide 
policy-planning encourage integration to occur within their 
system. Nineteen percent of the special education administra¬ 
tors Disagree/Strongly Disagree with the five questions in 
this group and 9% of the special education administrators 
were Undecided. 
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Table_6: Attitude of School System Toward Integration 
The responses indicated that most (72%) of the special 
education administrators Strongly Agree/Agree that the 
attitude and philosophy exhibited by the building and 
curriculum directors effect the process of system-wide 
integration. Less than a quarter (24%) of the special 
education administrators Disagree/Strongly Disagree with the 
two questions in this group while 4% of the special education 
administrators were Undecided regarding the two questions. 
Table 6 
Attitude of the School System Toward Integration 
Column 1 Column 2 Column 5 
Questions 32 36 Total § % % 
SA .13 .15 11 .14 
.72 
A • 59 .56 45 .58 
DA .18 • 26 17 • 22 
.25 
SDA .03 .03 2 .03 
UN .08 .00 3 .03 .03 
78 1.00 1.00 
Column 1 This figure represents the total responses from 
the 39 special education administrators to the 
questions 
Column 2 This figure represents the average percentage of 
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responses by point on the scale 
Column 3 This figure represents the aggregate percentage 
of responses when the scale is collapsed 
Table 7: Fiscal Impact on the Integration Process 
The responses indicated that more than half (62%) of 
the special education administrators Strongly Agree/Agree 
that fiscal requirements of special education have created 
a resistance by regular education teachers to the in¬ 
tegration of special needs students into their classes. 
Also, these special education administrators indicated 
that the most significant negative issue of special ed¬ 
ucation in the community and the school system is the 
fiscal requirements of special education. Thirty-five 
percent of the special education administrators Disagree/ 
Strongly Disagree that the fiscal constraints were affect¬ 
ing the integration of special needs students, while 3% 
of the respondents were Undecided regarding the six 
questions in this group. 
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Table 8: Support Toward Integration 
The responses by the special education administrators 
revealed that a large percentage (83%) of the respondents 
Strongly Agree/Agree that special education and the concept 
of integration is broadly supported by the community, 
parents, and the school system. Very few (12%) of the 
special education administrators Disagree/Strongly Disagree 
with the questions of support for special education and 
integration, while 5% of the respondents were Undecided 
regarding the ten questions in this group. 
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Table 9.:-Impact of Legislative Mandates on Integration 
The responses to this question revealed that fewer than 
(41/6) °f the special education administrators Strongly 
.4K-Pe,G/A&Pee that P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 are the two most 
influential factors for the integration of special needs 
students into regular education. More than half (54%) 
of the responding special education administrators Disagree/ 
.Strongly Disagree with this question while 5% of the special 
education administrators were Undecided regarding the 
influence of the legislative mandates on integration. 
Table 9 
Impact of Legislative Mandates on Integration 
Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 
Question 35 Total ff- % % 
SA .08 3 .08 
.41 
A .33 13 .33 
DA • 46 18 .46 
.54 
SDA .08 3 .08 
UN .05 2 >05 .05 
39 1.00 1.00 
Column 1 This figure represents the total responses from 
the 39 special education administrators to the 
questions 
Column 2 This figure represents the aggregate percentage 
Column 3 
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Table 9 
(continued) 
of responses by point on the scale 
This figure represents the aggregate percentage 
of responses when the scale is collapsed 
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^le 10:—Frequency Percentage Responses for the nrmmgri 
Questions by Model 
The results of the preceeding eight tables require a 
review of the responses of the special education administra¬ 
tors by model to the grouped questions for each table. These 
percentage responses provide several clear and consistent 
perceptions of the special education administrators. 
1) The majority of the special education administrators 
from Model I (79%), Model II (69%), and Model III (93%) 
Strongly Agree/Agree with the questions from Table 2 
which dealt with what the administrative model requires 
and allows. 
2) A significant percentage of the special education 
administrators Strongly Agree/Agree with the questions 
in Table 3« Eighty-three percent of the special 
education administrators from Model I, 90% from Model II, 
and 84% from Model III responded that their present 
administrative model effectively facilitated the role 
and responsibilities of the administrator. 
3) Eighty-three percent of the special education administra¬ 
tors from Model I and 94% from Model III Strongly Agree/ 
Agree with the questions from Table 4 which dealt with 
the effects of the administrative model on integration. 
Slightly more than half (59%) of the special education 
administrators from Model II Strongly Agree/Agree with 
the questions from this table, while less than a third 
110 
(31 /o) of all the special education administrators 
Disagree/btrongly Disagree with the questions in this 
table. A rather significant number (10%) of the 
special education administrators in Model II were 
Undecided. In reviewing the Undecided response by the 
special education administrators in the previous eight 
tables, the average percentage of Undecided is 6% by all 
of the special education administrators. 
4) There was no significant difference in the responses 
of the special education administrators for Model I (76%), 
Model II (68%), and Model III (90%) in Table 5. These 
special education administrators Strongly Agree/Agree 
with the questions in Table 5 which focused on the 
impact of the special education administrator on the 
integration of special needs students into regular 
education. 
5) The responses of the special education administrators 
to the questions in Table 6 are almost divided evenly 
by model over this group of questions which addressed 
the effects of the building and curriculum directors 
on the process of system-wide integration. Special 
education administrators from Model I (55%)* Model II 
(48%), and Model III (50%) are relatively consistent 
to the reaction of the two questions. The responses 
of the special education administrators to Disagree/ 
Strongly Disagree were similar to their responses to 
Ill 
the first two points on the scale. The special education 
administrators from Model I (48%), Model II (48%), and 
Model III (50%) who .Disagree/Strongly Disagree were 
divided fairly equally on these two points on the scale, 
Only Model II (7%) had any responses to the Undecided 
point on the scale. 
6) Slightly more than half of the special education 
administrators from Model I (59%), Model II (63%), and 
Model III (58%) Strongly Agree/Agree with the questions 
in Table 7. While only 3% from Model I and Model III 
and 2% from Model II were Undecided, slightly more than 
a third (38%) of the special education administrators 
from Model I, 34% from Model II, and 39% from Model III 
Disagree/Strongly Disagree that the fiscal impact of 
these legislative mandates was negatively affecting the 
integration of special needs students into regular 
education. 
7) The vast majority of the special education administrators 
from Model I (84%), Model II (91%), and Model III (84%) 
Strongly Agree/Agree that the community, parents, and 
school system support the concept of special education 
and integration. 
8) The responses by the special education administrators 
from Model I (35%), and Model III (0%) are rather 
interesting in that most of the special education 
administrators from these models do not believe that 
112 
P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 are the two most influen¬ 
tial factors for the integration of special needs 
students. Slightly more than half (54%) of the special 
education administrators from Model II Strongly Agree/ 
Agree with the questions in this table. In reviewing 
the Undecided responses, those special education 
administrators in Model I (9%) were Undecided for 
Table 9. This was the single highest Undecided by the 
special education administrators in Model I for all 
eight tables. The special education administrators 
from Model II (5%) and Model III (0%) were not a factor 
in the responses for this table. 
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jJable 11:-Changing the Administrative Model Would Enhanr.P 
Integration 
Table 11 focuses on Question #29 of the survey. This 
question deals with the responses of the special education 
administrators that changing their present administrative 
model to one of the other two models would enhance in¬ 
tegration. The responses to this question indicated that 
most of the special education administrators (71%) do not 
perceive that changing their present model would enhance 
integration. However, a significant average percentage (14%) 
of the special education administrators are Undecided. This 
is the single highest Undecided response by all of the 
special education administrators to any question. 
Table 11 
Changing Administrative Model Would Enhance Integration 
Column 1 Column 2 Column^ 
Question 29 Total # % % 
SA 
.03 2 .03 
.08 
A .05 3 .05 
DA .58 20 .58 
.71 
SDA .13 6 .13 
UN .14 8 .14 .14 
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Table 11 
(continued) 
Column 1 This figure represents the total responses from 
the 39 special education administrators to the 
questions 
.Column 2 This figure represents the aggregate percentage 
of responses by point on the scale 
Column 5 This figure represents the aggregate percentage 
of responses when the scale is collapsed 
As with Tables 2 through 9, the proceeding table 
will present the frequency percentage response to Question 
#29 by administrative model. 
Table 12: Frequency Percentage Response to Question #29 
by Model 
The results of this table give a rather emphatic 
response to Question #29. There were no special education 
administrators from Model I or Model II who perceived that 
changing their present administrative model would enhance 
integration of special needs students into regular education. 
Very few of the special education administrators from Model 
II (25%) Strongly Agree/Agree with the question. Question 
#29 received the greatest Undecided response of the entire 
questionnaire. For Model I, the special education ad¬ 
ministrators (9%) had only one other Undecided response 
116 
that was 9% and that was in Table 9. The special education 
administrators from Model II (27%) and Model III (17%) 
recorded their greatest Undecided response. Those responses 
clearly indicate that most of the special education ad¬ 
ministrators do not believe that either of the other two 
administrative models will enhance integration. Also, the 
responses do indicate that the question of changing their 
model has not been fully resolved by 14% of all the special 
education administrators. 
Table 12 
Frequency Percentage Response to Question #29 by Model 
Question Model I Model II Model III 
SA .00 .09 .00 
A 
o
 
o
 
•
 .14 .00 
DA .73 • 36 • 66 
SDA .18 .14 .17 
UN .09 .27 
O-
 
i
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•
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Table 13: Special Education Administrators1 Preference 
of Change to an Alternative Model 
The second part of Question #29 directs the special 
education administrators to respond to which of the two 
models or alternative model would they prefer to change. 
This table presents the responses of the special education 
administrators of change that the special education ad¬ 
ministrators selected. More than half of the special 
education administrators (53%) would remain with their 
present administrative model. Less than a quarter of the 
special education administrators (18%) would change to an 
alternative model. In reviewing the responses of the special 
education administrators, more than a quarter of the special 
education administrators from Models I and II (28%) indicated 
that they would change to an alternative model while no 
special education administrators from Model III would 
change to an alternative model. Very few of the special 
education administrators from Model II (9%) would change 
to Model I while 10% of the special education administrators 
in Model I and 50% of the special education administrators 
in Model III would change to Model II, with 9% of the 
special education administrators from Model I and 9% of 
the special education administrators from Model II in¬ 
dicating that they would change to Model III. 
In reviewing the table further by model, 36% of the 
special education administrators in Model I would change 
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their present administrative model. Two special education 
administrators would change to Model II, one special 
education administrator would change to Model III, while one 
special education administrator would change to an alternative 
model. The special education administrators in Model II 
indicated that more than half (55%) of the special education 
administrators would change to Model I, two would change 
to Model III and eight would change to an alternative 
model. The special education administrators in Model III 
divided evenly on remaining with their present model or 
changing. Those special education administrators who 
indicated a desire to change (50%) would change to Model 
II. 
Table 13 
Preference of the Special Education Administrators of Change 
Models Model I Model II Model III 
II .10 II .09 II .00 
III .09 III .09 III .50 
Remain • 64 Remain .45 Remain .50 
Alternative 
ON
 
o
 
•
 
Alternative .36 Alternative .00 
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.Changing of Administrative Model 
Based on the data from Table 13, there are 19 special 
education administrators who indicated that they would 
change their present administrative model. In reviewing the 
questionnaires of the 19 special education administrators by 
model, the following information was observed. 
Model 1 
1) The four special education administrators who 
would change their model did not believe that the 
change would enhance integration. 
2) The population of the four communities ranged from 
9900 to a regional school system. 
3) The four school systems’ population ranged from 
1066 to 6343* 
4) The special needs population of the four school 
systems ranged from 133 to 1017. 
These characteristics regarding population are similar to 
the other seven systems for Model II whose special education 
administrators did not want to change their present adminis¬ 
trative model. 
Model II 
1) The 12 special education administrators who would 
change their model, 42% believed that changing 
their present model would enhance integration, 
23% did not believe that the change in the ad¬ 
ministrative model would enhance integration, and 
33% of the special education administrators who 
wanted to change the model were Undecided as to 
120 
whether the change would enhance integration of 
special needs students. 
2) The population of the 12 communities ranged from 
13,000 to 563,000. 
3) The total pupil population of the 12 school systems 
ranged from 1928 to 54,864. 
4) The special needs population of the 12 school systems 
ranged from 271 to 12,487. 
These characteristics were similar to the ten school systems 
for Model II whose special education administrators indicated 
that they did not want to change their present model. 
Model III 
1) The three special education administrators who would 
change their model did not believe that the change 
would enhance integration of special needs students. 
2) The population of the three communities ranged from 
14,000 to 17,000. 
3) The total school population ranged from 1403 to 
1788. 
4) The special needs population in the three systems 
ranged from 170 to 312 students. 
The characteristics regarding populations are similar to the 
three systems for Model III whose special education admin¬ 
istrators did not want to change their present administrative 
121 
model. 
Table 14: Special Education Administrators Who Indicated a 
Change in Their Model 
Table 14 provides the percentage response of the 19 
special education administrators who indicated that they would 
change their present model, to specific questions of the 
survey. This table is presented to assist in determining the 
reasons that these 19 special education administrators have 
for changing their present model. 
Half of the respondents (50%) who Strongly Agree/Agree 
with the specific questions consisted of the special education 
administrators who would change their present model. More 
than half (58%) of the special education administrators who 
Disagree/Strongly Disagree with the specific questions 
consisted of these 19 special education administrators. 
Fewer than half (57%) of the special education ad¬ 
ministrators who indicated that they were Undecided regarding 
the specific questions consisted of those administrators who 
would change their present model. Table 14 provides the 
percentage of the 19 special education administrator^ who 
would change their model, for each question and point on the 
scale. 
The table indicated that 65% of 19 special education 
administrators believed that by changing their model, they 
would have greater access to regular education services for 
122 
special needs students. All of the 19 special education 
administrators believed that by changing their model, they 
would be more appropriately situated within the school 
system's organizational hierarchy. In turn, this would 
enable them to effect the integration process throughout the 
system. A substantial percentage of the 19 special education 
administrators (78%) indicated that by changing their 
administrative model, they would be able to participate in 
the decision-making process to effect programmatic issues 
for the entire system. More than half of the 19 admin¬ 
istrators (66%) believed that the school system as a whole 
did not have a positive and supportive attitude toward 
special education. These special education administrators' 
responses indicated that by changing their model, they 
could effect the attitude of the school system or at least 
be in a position to address the concerns more constructive¬ 
ly. A substantial percentage (85%) of these administrators 
responded that their present administrative model does not 
encourage integration to occur in their particular system. 
Sixty-two percent of the 19 administrators perceived that 
their present model prevented them from effecting change 
within regular education. Most of these 19 special education 
administrators (69%) did not perceive that their partici¬ 
pation in system-wide policies had any effect on the 
integration of special needs students. Slightly more than 
half (60%) of these 19 special education administrators 
123 
responded negatively to the issue that fiscal constraints 
of the school system led to less integration. Finally, 
75% of these 19 special education administrators indicated 
that changing their administrative model would provide them 
with greater control of the expenditures of the special 
education budget. 
T
a
b
le
 
1
4
 
P
e
rc
e
n
ta
g
e
 
o
f 
S
p
e
c
ia
l 
E
d
u
c
a
ti
o
n
 
A
d
m
in
is
tr
a
to
rs
 
W
ho
 
W
ou
ld
 
C
h
an
g
e 
T
h
e
ir
 
M
o
de
l 
to
 
th
e
 
R
e
sp
o
n
d
e
n
ts
 
o
f 
S
p
e
c
if
ic
 
Q
ue
st
io
ns
 
124 
CVJ a- A O o 
C\J LA 
-d- A O A 
• • • • • 
1—1 O o A o o 
OJ LA A A • o 
• • • 1—1 • 
CO O O A o o 
1—1 VO -d- A- OJ o 
• • • • • 
A- 
-d* A A- o o 
1—1 -d- A A • • 
• • • 1—1 1—1 
vo ON VO A- o o 
1—1 LA -d- VO o o 
• • • • • 
-d- LA A A o A 
i—I LA A -d- A A 
• • • • • 
A A A- O o A 
i—1 A -d- • • A 
• • i—1 1—1 • 
OJ LA VO A A- O 
i—1 OJ A A vO • 
• • • • 1—1 
i—1 A A A- A o 
i—1 A A •d" 00 • 
• • • • 1—1 
LT\ O A A- O o 
VO A VO o o 
• • • • • 
-d- LA Ov O o o 
LA A • o o 
• • i—1 • • 
A -d" O o o A 
-d* -d- 0O o A 
• • • • • 
OJ O i—l O o o 
• 
-d* o VO A 
i—1 • • • • 
i—1 o i—1 o o O 
LA A 00 A A 
• • • • • 
w 
sd 
o 
•H 
-P 
W 
CD 
2 <5 n 
& CO C Q to t=) 
125 
Table 13: Comparison by Model to Specific Questions 
Table 15 A-K provides a comparison of the responses 
to specific questions by administrative model and by 
frequency of responses. Tables 2 through 9 provided the 
average percentage of the responses of the special education 
administrators to specifically grouped questions by 
administrative model. In this table the responses of the 
special education administrators by model and by each point 
on the scale are compared to specific questions. This break¬ 
down by model to specific questions gives a more precise 
overview of the responses given by the special education 
administrators. Table l^A indicates that 82% of the special 
education administrators from Model I, 68% from Model II, and 
97% from Model III Strongly Agree/Agree that their present 
model insures the most access to regular education for 
special needs students while 91% of the special education 
administrators from Model I, 50% from Model II, and 84% 
from Model III Disagree/Strongly Disagree that changing 
their model to one of the other two models would enhance 
integration. 
Table 15B indicates that 85% and 91% of the special 
education administrators from Model I, 68% and 68% of the 
special education administrators from Model II, and 100% 
and 100% of the special education administrators from 
Model III Strongly Agree/Agre_e that their present model 
insured integration and placed the special education 
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administrator appropriately within the hierarchy of the 
school system organization respectively. 
Table 15C indicates that 91% of the special education 
administrators from Model I, 68% of the special education 
administrators from Model II, and 100% of the special 
education administrators from Model III Strongly Agreg/Agree 
that they are appropriately placed within the hierarchy of 
the school system organization while 92% of the special 
education administrators from Model I, 50% of the special 
education administrators from Model II, and 84% of the special 
education administrators from Model III Disagree/Strongly 
Disagree that changing their model to one of the other two 
models would enhance integration. 
Table 15D indicates that 63% and 72% of the special 
education administrators from Model I, 86% and 86% of the 
special education administrators from Model II, and 84% and 
67% of the special education administrators from Model III 
Strongly Agree/Agree that, except for fiscal issues, special 
education is supported and that the fiscal issues are the 
most negative aspect of the mandates respectively. 
Table 15E indicates that 81% and 90% of the special 
education administrators from Model I, 82% and 86% of the 
special education administrators from Model II, and 88% and 
84% of the special education administrators from Model III 
Strongly Agree/Agree that the community and school system 
support special education respectively. 
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Table 15F indicates that 82% and 91% of the special 
education administrators from Model I, 68% and 59% of the 
special education administrators from Model II, and 100% 
and 100% of the special education administrators from Model 
8.tron^l.|Y_Agree/Agree that their model insures the most 
access to regular education and encourages integration 
respectively. 
Table 15G indicates that 91% of the special education 
administrators from Model I, 59% of the special education 
administrators from Model II, and 100% of the special 
education administrators from Model III Strongly Agree/Agree 
that their model encourages integration of special needs 
students while 91% of the special education administrators 
from Model I, 50% of the special education administrators 
from Model II, and 84% of the special education administra¬ 
tors from Model III Disagree/Strongly Agree that changing 
their present model would enhance integration. 
Table 15H indicates that 91% of the special education 
administrators from Model I, 59% of the special education 
administrators from Model II, and 100% of the special 
education administrators from Model III Strongly Agree/Agree 
that their model places them appropriately within the 
hierarchy of the school organization, while 91% of the 
special education administrators from Model I, 50% of the 
special education administrators from Model II, and 94% of 
the special education administrators from Model III pisagree/ 
Strongly Disagree that their model is essential to effect 
change within regular education. 
128 
Table 151 indicates that 64% of the special education 
administrators from Model I, 54% of the special education 
administrators from Model II, and 17% of the special education 
administrators from Model III Disagree/Strongly Disagree that 
fiscal constraint was leading to more integration, while 54% 
of the special education administrators from Model I, 64% of 
the special education administrators from Model II, and 84% 
of the special education administrators from Model III Disagree/ 
Strongly Disagree that fiscal constraint was leading to less 
integration. 
Table 15J indicates that 90% and 91% of the special 
education administrators from Model I, 91% and 54% of the 
special education administrators from Model II, and 100% and 
100% of the special education administrators from Model III 
Strongly Agree/Agree that their model requires the special 
education administrator to participate in system-wide policies 
and decision-making and allows the special education adminis¬ 
trator to effect system-wide programmatic issues respectively. 
Table 15K indicates that 72% and 90% of the special 
education administrators from Model I, 77% and 91% of the 
special education administrators from Model II, and 84% and 
100% of the special education administrators from Model III 
Strongly Agree/Agree that their model allows the special 
education administrator to control expenditures. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION 
Summary 
The intent of this study was to determine whether the 
special education administrative model enhances the integration 
of special needs students into regular education. 
A questionnaire was developed utilizing information 
from the literature, discussions with administrators of 
special education, interest points of the writer, and 
critiques of several draft questionnaires by other administra¬ 
tors of special education and by committee members. The 
three parts of the questionnaire focused on the demographic 
characteristics of the surveyed local educational agencies 
and communities, factual data of the administrative model, 
and what integration of special needs students may be 
occurring in the school system. The final part of the 
questionnaire required the special education administrator 
to respond to questions that deal with their perceptions 
of the organizational structure of their school system, 
integration of special needs students into regular education, 
and the attitudes of parents, communities, and school 
systems regarding special education. 
In the first part of the questionnaire, the administra¬ 
tors of special education (ASE) were asked to respond to 
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demographic questions regarding population of the community, 
school system, and special needs students. Subsequent 
questions addressed the organizational structure, administra¬ 
tive positions within the school system, and Massachusetts 
Department of Education monitoring results. 
In the final two parts of the questionnaire, a five 
point scale was utilized. The questions in both these parts 
focused on integration of special needs students into 
regular education, roles and responsibilities of the special 
education administrator, legislative mandates, fiscal 
constraints, attitudes of the community, parents, and 
school system toward integration, and the preference of 
the special education administrator concerning his/her 
administrative model. 
The special education administrators surveyed comprise 
the 44 school systems of the Massachusetts Department of 
Education Greater Boston Educational Region. This region 
was surveyed because it encompasses 50% of the state’s 
special needs population and maintains the three administra¬ 
tive models discussed in the Introduction of this study. 
Eighty-nine percent or 39 questionnaires were completed 
and returned. Eleven out of 12 special education administra¬ 
tors from Model I returned the questionnaire while 22 out 
of 25 special education administrators from Model II returned 
the questionnaire and six out of seven special education 
administrators from Model III returned the questionnaire. 
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The remainder of this chapter focuses on the major 
findings of the survey. Specific discussion will center 
around the strengths and weaknesses of this study, the 
implications for additional research in the area of special 
education, administrative structures, and finally the 
implication of integration of special needs students into 
regular education. 
Importance of the Study 
The study is relatively small in scope. However, it has 
served as the beginning for the researcher to study further 
the implication of special education administrative models 
as they affect the integration of special needs students 
into regular education. The study has provided information 
for school committees, superintendents, Department of 
Education planners, trainers of school and special education 
administrators, and those individuals who have an interest 
and concern with effective methods and procedures for 
enhancing the integration of special needs students into 
regular education. 
The study has also served to bring attention to the 
role of the special education administrator and the 
numerous areas within the school system that are impacted 
toy the special education administrator. lhe data reinforces 
many findings that have been identified in previous studies 
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regarding the role of the special education administrator, 
responsibilities, involvement within the system-wide 
policy and program development, and attitudes regarding the 
integration of special needs students. 
Finally, this study produces data that provides a 
basis for school superintendents to review their present 
special education administrative model for purposes of 
addressing specific issues that can be effecting the 
integration of special needs students into regular education 
in an adverse manner. 
Major Findings 
The major findings of this study have been organized 
in the following order: 1) Intent of the study; 2) Demo¬ 
graphic characteristics; 3) Special education administrators' 
responses to the grouped questions; 4) Special education 
administrators who indicated a desire to change their 
administrative model. 
Intent of the study 
The intent of this study was accomplished. Based on 
the analysis of the 39 special education administrators' 
responses, the majority of the special education administra¬ 
tors (71%) perceive that their present special education 
administrative model is enhancing the mainstreaming of 
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special needs students into regular education. However, it 
is also indicated by 48% of the special education administra¬ 
tors that they would change their present model to one of 
the other two models presented or to an alternative model 
not for reasons of enhancing integration of the special 
needs student, but rather for reasons of dissatisfaction 
with their present model. The dissatisfaction centered on 
their perceived inability to effect and impact system-wide 
policies and procedures affecting the entire school system. 
This and other issues will be discussed further in Parts 
3 and 4 of the findings. 
Demographic characteristics 
a) Special needs population The special education 
administrators' responses to the first part of the 
questionnaire demonstrate that the special needs 
population in Models I and II was consistent with 
the state-wide average of special needs students 
to the entire school system population. Special 
education administrators who were identified with 
Model III reported the special needs population 
that was below the state-wide average by 7% to 3%. 
In further studies, this low average of special 
needs students to the entire school population 
could be examined to determine what, if any, 
similar elements are present in these school 
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systems besides low school system population that 
caused the below-average percentage of special 
needs students. 
t>) Assistant superintendents and curriculum directors 
Based on the responses of the special education 
administrators and in reviewing the population 
figures of the school system, it becomes obvious 
that one factor, school system population, determines 
the number of assistant superintendents and 
curriculum directors. Special education administra¬ 
tors from Model III reported no assistant super¬ 
intendents and no curriculum directors, while nine 
school systems in Model I and 20 school systems in 
Model II reported having assistant superintendents. 
The school systems in Model I reporting an assistant 
superintendent were systems with an entire school 
population ranging from 4500 to 10,000 students. 
For Model II, the school population ranged from 
2300 to 5500 students. The population range for 
Model III was 1788 to 2071 students. 
When reviewing the figures for curriculum 
directors, it becomes obvious that entire school 
system population is apparently -a factor for 
having curriculum directors. Special education 
administrators reported for Model I and Model II 
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that only 36% of the 33 systems have curriculum 
directors. When reviewing the population figures 
for these systems, it is noted that systems that 
have curriculum directors have a minimum of 3000 
students. 
c) Principalships One interesting piece of infor¬ 
mation that was obtained from the questionnaire 
is the fact that a large percentage (95%) of the 
school systems for all three models have full-time 
building principals. This element is interesting 
in that with the closing of schools due to declining 
enrollment and the implementation of various tax- 
reducing measures, such as 4% caps and Proposition 
2£, this particular administrative model of one 
principal-one building continues to be utilized. 
d) Program audits and compliance reviews The Depart¬ 
ment of Education is required to conduct, on a 
periodic basis, program audits of the school 
systems' intent for following the program mandates 
of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766. Compliance 
reviews are also to be conducted. These reviews 
are for the purpose of reviewing the intent of the 
school systems on fulfilling the procedural 
requirements of the legislation. 
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All of the special education administrators 
reported that their school system had experienced 
a program audit or compliance review within the 
last four years. The special education administra¬ 
tors also indicated that for the most part (85%) 
the audit or compliance review report was positive 
with regards to the system's intent of complying 
with the program needs and procedural requirements 
of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766. 
The 'responses of the special education 
administrators also indicated that few (16%) of 
the administrative models changed in structure 
or design following the audit or review. This 
fact makes it apparent that the Department of 
Education is either satisfied with the type of 
special education administrative model which is 
in place or that the Department really does not 
have a reaction to the administrative model 
utilized within the school systems to implement 
special education. 
Responses of the special education administrators to the 
grouped questions 
a) Overall responses by the special education 
administrators In reviewing the results of Tables 
2 through 11) it is apparent that the majority (70/o) 
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of the special education administrators responded 
to the grouped questions for the tables in a 
favorable manner. 
b) Present model appropriate Most of the special 
education administrators for the three models 
Strongly Agree/Agree that their present model 
placed them in the appropriate hierarchy of the 
school system's organization. They also reported 
that their present model requires them or allows 
them to participate in system-wide policy and 
program development. 
c) Roles and responsibilities of the special education 
administrator A significant percentage (87%) 
reported that their present administrative model 
requires them to provide on-going support to 
staff and to assist staff with individual team 
decision regarding services to children. 
Malloy (1980) found that the greatest amount 
of the time of the special education administrator 
was spent in providing consultation, direction, 
and interpretation for staff. This fact is 
interesting in that it demonstrates that, four 
years later, special education administrators 
continue to be required to involve themselves in 
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individual cases and to give direction to staff. 
The special education administrators also 
reported (72%) that their attitudes and philoso¬ 
phies encourage integration to occur within 
their system when they participate in system-wide 
policy-planning. 
d) Responses to special education mandates The majority 
of the special education administrators (72%) 
reported that the attitudes and philosophies 
exhibited by building and curriculum directors 
affect the process of system-wide integration. 
While a significant percentage of the special 
education administrators (83%) reported that the 
concept of integration is broadly supported by 
the community, parents, and school system, a 
higher percentage of the special education ad¬ 
ministrators (88%) reported that the single most 
negative aspect of the mandated legislation is 
the financial requirement. 
One interesting fact is that less than half 
of the special education administrators (41%) 
reported that the legislation itself was the 
most influential factor for integration to occur. 
This can be interpreted to indicate that the 
special education administrators perceive factors 
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other than the legislative mandates which lead 
to integration. These other factors, based on 
the responses of the special education administra¬ 
tors to other questions, have to do with attitudes, 
philosophies, and support for the concept of 
integrating special needs students into regular 
education by the community, parents, and school 
system personnel. 
Special education administrators indicating change of 
present model 
The results of Table 11 and 12 and 13 focus in on the 
issue of change of an existing administrative model not 
for reasons for enhancing integration, but for other 
reasons focusing on dissatisfaction with the influence and 
effectiveness of the present model. 
a) Preference of the special education administrators 
The special education administrators indicated 
■.by a majority (71%) that they do not perceive 
that changing their present model would enhance 
the integration of special needs students into 
regular education. However, 14% of the special 
education administrators were undecided regarding 
changing their present model. This unusually 
high undecided response demonstrates that special 
education administrators had not thought of their 
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present administrative model in respect to 
enhancing integration. This conclusion is drawn 
from the fact that for all previous grouped 
questions in Tables 2 through 9» the average 
undecided percent for all tables was 5%. This 
difference of 9% for the undecided certainly has 
to be viewed as the special education administrators 
previously not viewing their administrative model 
as a vehicle toward enhancing integration. 
b) Special education administrators' preference of 
change While more than half of the special 
education administrators (53%) would remain with 
their present administrative model, the following 
selections were reported by the special education 
administrators for each model: 
Model T; -10% of the special education administra¬ 
tors would change to Model II 
-9% of the special education administra¬ 
tors would change to Model III 
-69% of the special education administra¬ 
tors would remain with Model I 
-9% of the special education administra¬ 
tors would change to an alternative 
model 
Model II: -9% of the special education administra- 
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tors would change to Model I 
-9% of the special education administra¬ 
tors would change to Model III 
-45% of the special education administra¬ 
tors would remain with Model I 
-36% of the special education administra¬ 
tors would change to an alternative 
model 
Model III: -No special education administrators 
would change to Model I 
-50% of the special education administra¬ 
tors would change to Model II 
-50% of the special education admin¬ 
istrators would remain with Model III 
-No special education administrators 
would change to an alternative model 
These responses indicate that the special education 
administrators, even though they account for less 
than half (47%) in all three models, perceive that 
their present administrative model is not able to 
fulfill their expectations with respect to various 
issues addressed in the questionnaire. 
Special education administrators who indicated a desire to 
change their present administrative model 
There are 19 special education administrators who 
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indicated that they would change their present administrative 
model to one of the other two or to an alternative model. 
The responses by these special education administrators 
indicated a dissatisfaction with their present model. This 
dissatisfaction focused on several key administrative 
factors that relate to the entire school system. In 
reviewing the responses of the 19 special education 
administrators, it is apparent that, by model, the special 
education administrators perceive the degree of effective¬ 
ness of their model differently. The following breakdown 
by model demonstrates this fact. 
-28% of the special education administrators in 
Model I would change their present model 
-54% of the special education administrators in Model II 
would change their present model 
-50% of the special education administrators in Model 
III would change their present model 
In reviewing the responses to the grouped questions of 
these 19 special education administrators, 58% of these 
special education administrators gave negative responses 
to the various questions in Tables 2 through 9. The 
negative responses were for questions that dealt with 
issues of: 
-Accessibility to regular education services and 
programs 
-Involvement in system-wide policy and program planning 
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-Acceptance of integration concepts by regular education 
-Control of special education budget and expenditures 
-Ability to impact on the system as a whole 
-Appropriate placement within the organizational 
structure of the school system 
Since these 19 special education administrators 
perceive that they are not appropriately effecting these 
issues, then they are not. Therefore, their status within 
the organization of the school system needs to be reviewed. 
This review needs to take into account the relationship 
of the special education administrator to the organizational 
structure. Also, the position and authority of the special 
education administrator need to be reviewed as they relate 
to other administrators and the development of overall 
policies for the school system. 
It is their perception that by changing their present 
model, they would be able to effect these issues. 
Strengths and Weaknesses of the Study 
The strength of the study was to attempt to fill a 
void in the literature regarding whether the special 
education administrative model enhances the integration of 
special needs students into regular education. In comparing 
the results of the study with the findings in the literature 
(Chapter II), the study is supported in the area of ad- 
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ministrative models enhancing the integration of special 
needs students. The literature demonstrates that the 
scope of this inquiry had not been completed prior to 
this study. This study now provides the information 
that clearly indicates that no one administrative model 
be designated for enhancing the integration of special 
needs students into regular education. However, the study 
does indicate that there is perceived dissatisfaction 
with the impact and influence that the special education 
administrators felt within their respective models. This 
fact is more evident when one looks at the number of 
special education administrators (19) or 48%-of all the 
special education administrators who would change their 
model to one of the other two models or to an alternative 
model. 
The dissatisfaction expressed by the 19 special 
education administrators indicates that these special 
education administrators do not believe that they are 
effecting system-wide issues regarding policy, planning, 
and program implementation. These facts then raise the 
issue of just how effective the special education administra¬ 
tor believes he/she is in enhancing the mainstreaming of 
special needs students into regular education. 
The weaknesses of the study revolve around the limita¬ 
tions of the study which lie in the following areas: 1) the 
number of responses prevented further statistical analysis 
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of the data; 2) the inability to study the relationship 
of the low special needs population to that of the school 
system population in Model III; 3) the reason why such a 
significant number of school systems retain full-time 
building administrators in the period of revenue limita¬ 
tions; 4) the relationship of the special education 
administrator to the superintendent of schools. 
In reviewing the methodology and realizing its limita¬ 
tions, the study could have been expanded to include a 
greater number of special education administrators and 
additional questions that could possibly address the stated 
limitations. The data v/hich has been gathered, however, 
can lead to the development of questionnaires that will 
address these issues. 
Another limitation of the study was the questionnaire 
which could have been printed with small type and more 
effectively designed to reduce the number of pages and 
responses to questions appearing on the next page. 
Implication for Future Research 
Additional research needs to study the characteristics 
of the special education administrators to determine what 
similarities or differences exist between the special 
education administrators who did not want to change their 
present model and those special education administrators 
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who did want to change their model. Since the special 
education administrators who desired change in their model 
indicated that they did not believe that they were im¬ 
pacting on system-wide policies and procedures, then in 
what manner were these special education administrators 
different from the special education administrators within 
the same models who did believe that they were impacting 
on their system? 
J?he data also indicated that the special education 
administrators believe that building and curriculum 
administrators' attitudes and philosophies effect the 
integration of special needs students. Therefore, it 
v/ould appear relevant to research the relationship of the 
special education administrator to these two positions 
and should the special education administrator be equal 
to these positions within the hierarchy of the school 
organizational structure or at a high level within the 
hierarchy? Several special education administrators who 
indicated changing to an alternative model indicated that 
the special education administrator should be elevated to 
assistant superintendent of schools. This would be another 
area to study v/ith respect to the special education ad¬ 
ministrator as an assistant superintendent since the special 
education administrator must insure access to regular 
education for all special needs students when feasible and 
appropriate. 
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The implication of this study indicates clearly that 
nearly half (48%) of the special education administrators 
within the three models have some dissatisfaction with 
their model v/ith respect to impacting on system-wide 
issues. The special education administrators believe that 
their model enhances the integration of special needs 
students into regular education. 
\ 
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July 30, 1980 
Mr. James B. Earley 
Administrator of Special Education 
Watertown Public Schools 
Watertown, Massachusetts 02172 
Dear Jim: 
In response to your letter of May 20, 1980, please be assured that I 
view your proposed study as being highly appropriate and beneficial 
to educators. It is my belief that there is a correlation between 
an administrative model and ruinstreaming. Though I da not have 
data to substantiate this impression, any information enabling school 
personnel to better manage their programs, particularly during these 
strenuous times, will be invaluable. 
The very best of good fortune in pursuing this study. 
Sincerely, 
7^- * • • 
Newton von Sander, Ed. D. 
Assistant Superintendent 
NvS:o 
NORWOOD PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
NORWOOD, MASSACHUSCITS 0.7002 
aom'nicto atioh Bun I'm.. 
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August 1, 1980 
Mr. James B. Earley 
Administrator, Special Education 
30 Common Street 
Watertown, MA 02172 
Dear Jim: 
In response to your proposed «tudy, I wholeheartedly 
support your endeavor, and look forward to discussing the 
ramifications with you. 
If I can assist further, please, do not hesitate to 
contact me. Cood luck and you have my full support. 
Yours sincerely. 
V...1 
Smitt^ Roderick W. 
Director 
Pupil Personnel Services 
RUS/m 
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HINGHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
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May 29, 1980 
Mr. James B. Earley 
Administrator of Special Education 
Watertown Public Schools 
30 Common Street 
Watertown, MA 02172 
Dear Jim: 
Congratulations on getting involved in a practical doctoral 
dissertation. Since Hingham’s Special Education Plan 
falls under your Model II, I wou^d be more than happy to 
assist you'in studying the organizational structure of 
special education programs. It secina to me that your 
study could be helpful in'pointing out seme of the positive 
aspects that we now have as well as making suggestions for__ 
re-designing models. 
Best of luck with your ambitious pursuits. 
Sincerely, 
JOHN F. MURPHY 
Director of Pupil Personnel Services 
JFM/cam 
enclosure 
(Enhaciict JJulilic &cIuiuIb 
Offlco of the Assistant to the Superintendent 
♦or Stato, Fodcral and Special Programs 
June 25, 1980 
Mr. James D. Earley 
Administrator of Special Education 
Watertown Public Schools 
Watertown, Massachusetts 02172 
Dear Jimt 
I would be pleased to offer any assistance that might prove 
helpful in the accumulation of data*for your doctoral dissertation. 
The continuing financial pressures placed on all Administrators 
of Special Education certainly cause us to consider what may be 
the most appropriate and effective method of administrative 
practices for special education programs. I am sure that 
your dissertation will do much to help us to look objectively 
at our role and the role of Special Education within the 
public schools of the Commonwealth. 
✓ 
I have enclosed a copy of our organizational structure for 
Special Education within Cohasset Public Schools and hope that this 
proves helpful to you. I would also be very pleased to identify 
any people within our school district who could provide you with 
additional information that may prove to be beneficial during 
your study. 
You 
Stephen F. Hart 
Assfsiant to the Superintendent 
SEH:ckg 
143 Pond Street, Cohasset, Massachusetts 02025 - 383-6104 
ARLINGTON PU3LIC SCHOOLS 
•+ .A r 
02174 
TKltPMONK 4««-t00« 
rum. uiuoNNCi. imvicn 
June 6, 1980 
Mr. James B. Earley 
Administrator of Special Education 
Watertown Public Schools 
Watertown, MA 02172 
Dear Jim: 
1 received your letter of May 20, 1980 indicating that you were 
in the process of developing your dissertation proposal. The intent 
and methods and significance of the study seem very vital and appropri¬ 
ate to the field at this period of time. I think that this study could 
be of great assistance to me in my job in providing not only information 
about how current models operate, but also in assisting to view our current 
model in its working form. 
Please accept this as a letter of support for the probable benefits 
that will be derived from your study. 1 cannot emphasize that clearly 
enough. 
Enclosed please find copy of organizational chart for the Arlington 
system. I'm looking forward to your involvement. Thank you for con¬ 
sidering Arlington in your study. 
Sincerely. 
. 
Kavmond .1. Bohn 
Director of Special Education 
RJB/n 
Enclosure 
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SPECIAL EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS' QUESTIONNAIRE 
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SAMPLE LETTERS 
To: Special Education Administrators 
I am presently conducting a survey of special education 
administrators within the Greater Boston Educational Region 
as part of my dissertation study at the University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst. 
The purpose of this study is to determine if the 
special education administrative model through which you 
function enhances the integration of special needs students. 
There are three basic models within the region: 
Model I: This model is structured in that the ad¬ 
ministrator of special education reports to 
a pupil personnel services administrator. 
Special education is part of the PPS model 
which provides a variety of services to 
regular education students as well as special 
education students. The PPS administrator 
may be an assistant superintendent. The special 
education administrator is part of a depart¬ 
ment and reports to the head of the department. 
Model II: This model consists primarily of an ad¬ 
ministrator of special education who reports 
to an assistant superintendent/superintendent. 
The special education administrator is head 
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of his own department and reports directly 
to the assistant superintendent/superintendent. 
Model III: This model represents those school systems 
with less than 3000 students. The ad¬ 
ministrator of special education also has 
regular education responsibilities such as 
health, reading, Title I, guidance, etc. The 
special education administrator may report 
to the assistant superintendent/superintendent. 
The significance of this model is the stated 
legal requirement that there are less than 
3000 students in the system which allows the 
special education administrator to devote 
some time to regular education responsibilities. 
I am requesting that you review and complete the 
enclosed questionnaire and return it by _. 
The significance of this survey, should the intent be 
proven accurate, will reveal which special education model 
can best enhance the integration of special needs students 
into regular education. The results of this survey will be 
shared with those respondents who so indicate on the 
questionnaire. 
Your assistance and cooperation are greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
James B. Earley 
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Special Education Administrators' Questionnaire 
Thank you for your time in completing this short 
questionnaire. Please answer items 1-13 before beginning 
the questionnaire described in the introductory letter. 
1. Optional Name ___ 
School System 
Address 
2. Would you like a copy of the results of the survey? 
Yes _ No _ 
3. Under which model do you function? 
Model I - Pupil Personnel Services _ 
Model II - Special Education _ 
Model III - Special Services _ 
Other (Specify)  
4. How many students (total) in the entire school system 
for the 1982-1983 school year? (Use October 1, 1982 
Census Report) _ 
5. How many students in special education for the 1982- 
1983 school year by prototype? (Please take total 
numbers from the October 1, 1982 Census Report) 
502.1 _ 502.2 _ 502.3 _ 502.4 _ 502.41_ 
502.5 _ 502.6 _ 502.7 _ 502.8 _ 
6. What is the approximate population of the town or city? 
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7. How many assistant superintendents are in your system? 
8. Does your system have K-12 curriculum directors in all 
subjects? _ 
Content subjects only? _ 
Humanities subjects only? ___ 
9. Presently do all schools in your system have full-time 
principals? 
^es _ No  Majority Yes _ 
If majority yes, how many out of total? _ 
10. Has your system received a program audit in the last 
four years? 
Yes _ No _ 
11. Has your system received a compliance review in the last 
four years? 
Yes _ No _ 
12. Did the results of the audit or review alter the special 
education administration model in your system? 
Yes _ No _ 
13* Was the final report of the audit or review basically a 
positive report regarding your school system's efforts 
to implement P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766? 
Yes _ No _ 
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Questionnaire: Please make a response to all questions. 
"Undecided" may be used for unknown when 
appropriate. 
Section I: Factual These questions deal with factual data 
within your system. You should respond 
to the questions based on fact not 
perception. 
1. The model under which you function insures the most 
opportunities for accessing regular education services 
for special needs students. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
2. Your administrative model requires you to meet with 
regular education personnel, building curriculum and/or 
program administrators with regards to developing 
strategies for the integration of special needs students. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
3. Your administrative model requires you to participate in 
the development of system-wide policies such as basic 
skills, assessment, discipline, suspension, and truancy 
procedures for the integrated special needs student. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
4. Due to your special education administrative model, 
regular education administration is required to work 
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with you toward integrating the special needs child 
into its programs. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
5. The administrative model under which you function 
requires you to develop policy or procedures relating 
to the delivery of special education services to the 
special needs student in the mainstream classes. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
6. Strategies of integration for special needs students in 
your system have received a commendation/citation by 
the Department of Education in a program audit or 
compliance review. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
7. Special needs students who have been in special education 
for more than two school years become more integrated 
into regular education due to your administrative model. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
8. Students are being terminated from special education 
services (502.4, 502.5, 502.6 prototypes) equally to 
the number of new referrals that result in placement into 
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502.4, 502.5, 502.6 prototypes. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
9. The percentage of students being moved to the least 
restrictive environment is greater now than in the school 
years 1976-1980. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
10. If Strongly Agree or Agree, this increase in movement is 
due to: 
A. Special education services provided _ 
B. Regular education adaptability _ 
C. Overall education program improvements system-wide _ 
D. Improved growth and change in the student _ 
E. All of the above _ 
F. Proposition 2? 
G. Other (Please indicate) _  
11. The fiscal constraints faced by your school system are 
leading to more integration. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
12. Due to the fiscal constraints faced by your school, 
regular education teachers are more resistant to 
integration 
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Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
ASree Disagree 
13* Your administrative model places you in the school 
system organizational hierarchy that allows you to 
effectively integrate special needs students. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
14. Your attendance at evaluation team meetings enhances 
integration. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
15* Your attendance at evaluation team meetings is due to 
an extremely difficult case with possible legal issues 
or appeal action. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
16. Your administrative model requires you to deal directly 
with the school committee on special education issues 
that go before the committee for its action. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
17. Your administrative model allows you to make programmatic 
decisions that affect the entire school system. 
Undecided 
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Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 
18, Your administrative model allows you to control the 
expenditures within your approved budget without 
obtaining higher-up approval. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
Section II: The first 18 questions dealt with requested 
factual responses. The remaining questions 
request a response based on your perception 
of the specific issues addressed in the 
following questions. 
19* The community as a whole has a positive and supportive 
attitude toward special education. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
20. Except for funding and cost issues, special education 
is supported in your system. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
21, The school department as a whole has a positive and 
supportive attitude toward special education. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
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22, The most significant negative issue regarding special 
education for the community and school department is 
the fiscal requirement of special education. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
23* Most parents of special needs students are supportive 
and cooperative. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
24. Most parents of special needs students want as much 
mainstreaming activities as their child can handle 
effectively. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
25. Most parents of special needs students do not care where 
the service is provided (in or out of regular education) 
as long as it is provided. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
26. Your influence and effort encourages integration to 
occur in your school system. 
Strongly Agree Disagree 
Agree 
Strongly Undecided 
Disagree 
27. The design of your administrative model encourages 
179 
integration to occur in your school system. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
28. Your administrative model is essential to you in order 
to effect change within the regular education system. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
29. Changing your administrative model to one of the other 
two models described would enhance integration. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
To which model would you change? 
Model I _ PPS 
Model II _ Special education administrator report¬ 
ing directly to superintendent or 
assistant superintendent. 
Model III _ Special education and regular education 
responsibilities. 
Undecided _ (If none of the models, indicate 
briefly how your model would be 
structured. 
30. The process of system-wide integration is an outgrowth 
of the efforts of the special education personnel . 
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Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
31* The process of system-wide integration is an outgrowth 
of your attitudes and philosophies. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
32, The process of system-wide integration is an outgrowth 
of the school system's attitudes and philosophies. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
33* The process of system-wide integration is an outgrowth 
of student progress. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
34* Regular education would not accept the integration of 
special needs students if it were not for your effort. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
35, The law (Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142) is the single 
most influential factor for integration in your system. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
36. Building, curriculum, and/or program administrators do 
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not effect strategies for the integration of special 
needs students 
Strongly Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided Disagree 
37. Your participation in planning system-wide policies does 
effect integration of special needs students. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
38, The termination of students from special needs services 
and new referrals that result in placement into proto¬ 
types has a relationship. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
39. The fiscal constraints faced by your school system have 
led to less integration. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
40, Your administrative model places you in the most 
effective position within the school system's organi¬ 
zational hierarchy for integrating special needs students 
into regular education. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
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41* Your attendance at evaluation team conferences is for 
staff support. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
42. Your dealings with the school committee are for the most 
part constructive and positive. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
43* Your administrative model allows you to effect the 
entire school system on programmatic issues. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
44. You have sufficient control over expenditures of your 
approved budget. 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Undecided 
Agree Disagree 
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RESPONSES TO EACH QUESTION BY MODEL 
Table 17 
Responses by Question for Each Model 
Model I 
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Questions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
SA 6 5 5 7 3 1 2 3 4 1 4 3 
A 3 7 5 5 3 6 7 6 6 4 2 6 6 
DA 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 7 3 1 2 
SDA 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 
UN 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 
Totals 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 17 11 11 11 11 
Questions 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 
SA 4 5 5 4 4 2 1 4 3 1 4 
A 5 3 5 4 5 5 9 4 8 9 4 6 
DA 2 2 1 1 1 2 3 6 1 
SDA 1 2 1 1 1 1 
UN 1 
Totals 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 
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Table 17 
(continued) 
Questions 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 
SA 4 3 4 4 3 2 1 1 3 
A 6 6 7 5 7 7 4 3 2 7 3 
DA 1 1 8 1 1 2 4 5 6 1 5 
SDA 2 1 3 2 
UN 1 1 1 2 1 1 
Totals 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 
Questions 39 40 41 42 43 44 
SA 4 1 4 4 3 
A 4 3 6 6 6 5 
DA 4 2 3 1 1 1 
SDA 2 
UN 1 2 1 
Totals 11 11 11 11 11 11 
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Table 18 
Responses by Question for Each Model 
Model II 
Questions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
SA 7 2 6 9 10 5 1 3 4 7 2 3 6 1 
A 8 11 9 11 9 7 8 9 13 4 6 9 9 11 
DA 4 4 2 2 4 7 7 1 4 10 6 3 5 
SDA 2 4 1 2 2 2 3 3 1 2 
UN 1 5 3 1 4 4 1 2 12 1 1 3 3 
Totals 22 22 22 22 22 21 22 22 22 27 22 22 22 22 
Questions 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 
SA 10 9 3 7 5 9 4 10 6 5 3 3 
A 8 9 9 10 13 10 15 9 15 13 9 15 
DA 3 4 6 3 2 2 2 2 3 8 2 
SDA 2 2 1 
UN 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 
Totals 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 
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Table 18 
(continued) 
Questions 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 
SA 4 7 2 10 5 2 1 1 2 1 5 
A 9 5 3 12 13 11 17 7 10 7 14 7 
DA 6 7 8 5 1 10 8 12 2 10 
SDA 1 1 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 
UN 2 2 6 4 3 2 2 1 1 3 
Totals 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 
Questions 39 40 41 42 43 44 
SA 2 9 2 9 
A 8 9 19 13 10 11 
DA 11 7 2 6 1 
SDA 2 1 3 
UN 3 2 1 1 
Totals 22 22 22 22 22 22 
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Table 19 
Responses by Question for Each Model 
Model III 
Questions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
SA 1 2 5 4 3 1 1 1 3 5 1 2 2 
A 5 4 1 2 3 1 5 1 3 2 3 1 4 4 
DA 3 3 2 3 
SDA 4 1 1 
UN 3 1 1 
Totals 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 15 6 6 6 6 
Questions 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 
SA 3 2 4 3 1 1 2 1 1 
A 3 1 4 1 2 4 4 4 4 5 3 4 
DA 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 
SDA 1 1 
UN 1 1 1 1 
Totals 666666666666 
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Table 19 
(continued) 
Questions 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 
SA 4 3 1 1 
A 2 2 6 4 3 6 2 1 5 2 
DA 4 1 3 5 4 3 
SDA 1 1 1 1 1 
UN 1 1 1 
Totals 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Questions 39 40 41 42 43 44 
SA 1 1 4 4 4 
A 1 4 4 2 2 2 
DA 4 1 
SDA 1 
UN 1 
Totals 6 6 6 6 6 6 
RESPONSES TO GROUPED QUESTIONS 
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Table 20 
Questions That Deal With What the Administrative Model 
Requires or Allows 
Total of Responses to Questions 
Questions 2 3 4 5 16 17 18 40 43 
SA 4 16 18 20 17 10 15 7 10 
A 22 15 18 15 13 18 15 16 18 
DA 2 5 2 3 7 7 4 9 7 
SDA 5 1 2 5 2 1 
UN 6 3 1 1 1 2 5 3 
Totals 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 
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Table 21 
Questions That Deal With the Administrator's Role and 
Responsibilities 
Total Responses 
Questions 15 41 42 44 
SA 14 2 17 18 
A 16 29 21 18 
DA 7 6 1 2 
SDA 1 
UN 2 2 
Totals 39 39 39 39 
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Table 22 
Questions That Deal With the Effects of the Model 
on Integration 
Total Responses to Questions 
Questions 1 13 40 27 28 43 
SA 14 12 7 12 13 10 
A 16 19 16 17 13 18 
DA 5 4 9 7 8 7 
SDA 2 1 2 1 2 1 
UN 2 3 5 2 3 3 
Totals 39 39 39 39 39 39 
197 
Table 23 
Questions That Deal With the Effects of the 
Administrator on Integration 
Total Responses to Questions 
Questions 14 26 31 34 37 
SA 6 8 10 2 9 
A 20 25 22 13 26 
DA 7 3 1 17 3 
SDA 2 2 1 
UN 4 3 6 5 
Totals 39 39 39 39 39 
198 
Table 24 
Questions That Deal With System Effects on Integration 
Total Responses to Questions 
Questions 32 36 
SA 5 1 
A 23 10 
DA 7 22 
SDA 1 6 
UN 3 
Totals 39 39 
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Table 25 
Questions That Deal With Fiscal Effects on Integration 
Total Responses to Questions 
Questions 12 11 22 29 44 18 
SA 4 3 14 18 13 
A 16 11 17 13 18 15 
DA 12 19 6 19 2 4 
SDA 6 4 6 1 5 
UN 1 2 2 1 
Totals 39 39 39 39 39 39 
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Table 26 
Questions That Deal With Attitude of Community, Parents, 
and School System Toward Integration 
Total Responses to Questions 
Questions 12 19 20 21 23 24 30 31 32 33 
SA 4 12 12 6 11 7 14 10 5 3 
A 16 20 19 28 27 27 29 22 23 30 
DA 12 4 4 3 3 1 7 3 
SDA 6 1 2 1 1 1 
UN 1 2 1 1 1 2 6 3 2 
Totals 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 
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Table 27 
Question That Deals With Effects of Legislative 
Mandates on Integration 
Total Responses to Question 
Question 35 
SA 3 
A 13 
DA 18 
SDA 3 
UN 2 
Total 39 
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